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Evaluation of the Assessment and Rating Process under the National 
Quality Standard for Early Childhood Education and Care and 
School Age Care 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Background 
This evaluation of the assessment and rating process for early childhood education and care 
and school age care services had as its focus the validity and reliability of the process.  In 
particular, do the items reviewed with the Assessment and Rating Instrument provide 
consistent and replicable measures?  Would the judgements made by one authorised officer be 
made by other authorised officers reviewing the same service?  Does the process—including 
use of the Instrument—allow distinctions between rating levels? 
The evaluation was undertaken by the Australian Council for Educational Research (ACER), 
which analysed assessment and rating data from both draft and final reports; managed the 
online surveys of services and authorised officers; conducted focus groups with services and 
authorised officers; and had discussions with regulatory authority staff.  Focus group sessions 
were conducted in each capital city, with participants from outside the metropolitan area 
participating in person or by telephone. 
Methodology 
Considering the logistical constraints and resources available for this evaluation, it was 
determined that the most appropriate form of validity is factorial validity, which is used to 
establish the validity of latent—or unobserved—constructs, such as ‘quality’.  Factorial 
validity focuses on whether items that constitute a sub-construct (smaller areas of quality in 
education and care services) are in fact correlated and can be distinguished from other sub-
constructs, as well as whether the sub-constructs contribute to the overall construct measured 
by the instrument.  Reliability was assessed by examining the internal consistency of the 
Instrument.  This included an analysis of the variation in ratings given to a service on all 
elements and standards, across the entire Instrument and within each quality area. 
Another type of validity, face validity, was explored through the questionnaires and focus 
groups, and the analysis of the language used in the final reports.  Participating services and 
authorised officers completed online questionnaires about the process and attended focus 
groups to discuss the process.  The information gained from these sources supplement the 
quantitative analyses of the ratings, providing commentary for the interpretation of the data 
analysis.  In addition, a sample of final reports was examined to determine if the language 
used by authorised officers to describe the services’ practices supported their decisions about 
the ratings. 
The evaluation was able to examine the overall validity and reliability of the assessment and 
rating process, including use of the Instrument.  Analysis of the validity and reliability by 
jurisdiction, service type or geographic location, could not be undertaken due to the size, 
composition and distribution of the services in the sample.  In addition, the sample selected 
for the evaluation of the assessment and rating process is not a randomly selected sample. 
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Findings 
1. Validity and reliability 
Overall, the results indicate that the assessment and rating process, as implemented nationally, 
is valid and reliable, based on the types of validity and reliability on which the evaluation 
concentrated.   
2. Assessment and Rating Instrument 
The Instrument has a very high internal reliability (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.88–0.95) and is fit 
for purpose, with all quality areas, standards and elements working as expected.  This is likely 
due to development of the Instrument, with a number of revisions made as the result of 
previous evaluations of the process.  There is no need to make any further changes to the 
Instrument to improve its validity and reliability. 
3. Report writing 
Information provided by authorised officers and services, and collected from the examination 
of final reports indicated that this part of the process changed during the evaluation period and 
requires further development.  There was growing confidence on the part of both services and 
authorised officers that the process can produce valid and reliable information about services.  
Authorised officers and regulatory authorities stated that they improved their report writing 
practices since visits began, but acknowledge that they require further professional 
development in report writing.  This is supported by the analysis of reports, which shows that 
authorised officers did not always provide sufficient evidence in the report to support their 
ratings. 
4. Rating levels 
Distinctions between three of the four rating levels—Working Towards National Quality 
Standard, Meeting National Quality Standard and Exceeding National Quality Standard—are 
meaningful.  It was not possible to report on the rating of Significant Improvement Required, 
as only two services were given an overall rating at this level.  Analysis of the other levels, 
however, shows that the conceptual distances between these ratings do suggest there are real 
differences in the services’ practices and that the assessment process identifies these 
differences. 
5. Comments on the process 
There is no evidence that the assessment and rating process changed over time, rather that 
assessors grew in their confidence to conduct assessment and rating visits.  Feedback from 
services in the questionnaires indicates that their experience of the assessment and rating 
process was very positive. 
6. Distribution of ratings 
Overall, 47 per cent of services were rated at Meeting National Quality Standard or 
Exceeding National Quality Standard. The ratings were distributed in the following way: 
• Forty per cent of Long Day Care services were rated at Meeting or Exceeding 
National Quality Standard. 
• Preschools met all elements more frequently than did other service types, with 50 per 
cent of Preschools being rated at Exceeding National Quality Standard. 
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• Close to 75 per cent of Outside School Hours Care services were rated at Working 
Towards National Quality Standard. 
• Forty per cent of Family Day Care services were rated at Meeting or Exceeding 
National Quality Standard. 
Because of the sample size, especially for some service types in some jurisdictions, the 
analysis was unable to determine why there are differences between service types.  There is 
no evidence of bias against any service type, jurisdiction or location, or caused by differences 
between authorised officers based on the available data. 
7. Quality areas, standards and elements 
Some elements were less frequently met than others, resulting in some standards and quality 
areas being less frequently rated at Meeting National Quality Standard or above: 
• Of the 7 quality areas, Quality Areas 1 and 3 were more frequently rated at Working 
Towards National Quality Standard compared to other quality areas. 
• Of the 18 standards, Standards 1.1, 1.2 and 3.3 were more frequently rated at 
Working Towards National Quality Standard compared to other standards. 
• Of the 58 elements, Elements 1.2.1, 1.2.3, 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 were more frequently 
assessed as not met compared to other elements. 
These quality areas, standards and elements were identified as more difficult in other 
analyses, including questionnaires and focus groups.  Authorised officers reported that they 
found these quality areas, standards and elements most difficult to assess and rate, and believe 
more training is required to ensure that these items are accurately assessed and rated. 
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Evaluation of the Assessment and Rating Process under the National 
Quality Standard for Early Childhood Education and Care and 
School Age Care 
BACKGROUND 
The Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations (DEEWR) contracted 
the Australian Council for Educational Research (ACER) in June 2012 to evaluate the 
assessment and rating process for the National Quality Standard for Early Childhood 
Education and Care and School Age Care (NQS).  The NQS covers four service types: long 
day care (LDC), preschool (PS), family day care (FDC) and outside school hours care 
(OSHC). 
The National Quality Standard 
The National Partnership Agreement on the National Quality Agenda for Early Childhood 
Education and Care (COAG, 2009) is an agreement confirmed by the Prime Minister, 
Premiers of each State and Chief Ministers of each Territory through the Council of 
Australian Governments (COAG).  In that agreement, Schedule B set out the National Quality 
Framework (NQF), which includes, among other components, a National Quality Standard 
(NQS) and a national quality rating and assessment process.  The NQS comprises seven 
quality areas: 
1. Educational program and practice 
2. Children’s health and safety 
3. Physical environment 
4. Staffing arrangements 
5. Relationships with children 
6. Collaborative partnerships with families and communities 
7. Leadership and service management 
Each quality area comprises two or three standards, and each standard comprises elements 
that describe the outcomes that contribute to the standard being achieved.  There are 18 
standards and 58 elements.  Services must meet all elements within a standard in order to 
meet that standard and all standards within a quality area in order to meet the NQS for that 
quality area.  The full structure of the NQS is contained in Appendix A. 
The NQF was developed to raise quality and drive continuous improvement and consistency 
in education and care services and school age care.  This focus on quality and improvement 
includes national law, national regulations, the NQS, the assessment and rating process, 
streamlined regulatory arrangements in States and Territories, and a national body to oversee 
the system (ACECQA, 2011). 
The Assessment and Rating Process 
The NQS uses an assessment and rating process that allows reporting of the quality of 
education and care services across all States and Territories of Australia. Authorised officers 
from each jurisdiction’s regulatory authority visit each service as one part of the process.  
They review the service’s documentation, particularly its Quality Improvement Plan, observe 
the service’s practice with children and families, and undertake discussions with educators 
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and staff to determine whether the service meets each of the 58 elements contained in the 
NQS. 
Once a determination is made on all elements within a standard, the authorised officers assign 
a rating on the standard.  Each standard can be assigned one of three rating levels: Working 
Towards National Quality Standard, Meeting National Quality Standard or Exceeding 
National Quality Standard.  After all standards in a quality area have been rated, authorised 
officers assign a rating on the quality area.  In addition to the three rating levels used for 
standards, a fourth rating, Significant Improvement Required, may be assigned for the quality 
area if the service does not meet that quality area or a relevant regulation for that quality area 
in such a way that there is an unacceptable risk to the safety, health or wellbeing of any child 
or children in the service. 
The authorised officers then determine an overall rating based on the ratings in each of the 
quality areas.  If a service has received a rating of Significant Improvement Required in any 
quality area, the overall rating is Significant Improvement Required.  Similarly, if a service 
has received a rating of Working Towards National Quality Standard and no Significant 
Improvement Required ratings, the overall rating is Working Towards National Quality 
Standard.  For an overall rating of Exceeding National Quality Standard, a service must not 
have a rating of Significant Improvement Required or Working Towards National Quality 
Standard in any quality area, and must have ratings of Exceeding National Quality Standard at 
least four quality areas, with two of these in specified quality areas. 
In 2011, during the second phase of development of the assessment and rating process, ACER 
analysed the ratings data for 23 standards and 65 elements in 7 quality areas.  As a result of 
that analysis—and other discussions—the number of standards and the number of elements 
were reduced, and some elements were moved between standards.  That analysis was based 
on assessment and rating information for 189 education and care services.  One other 
important difference between that assessment and rating process and the present process is the 
training of assessors (authorised officers), which has concentrated on consistency in 
observations and clearer descriptions in assessors’ reports. 
Considerations for the development of the NQS Assessment and Rating Instrument 
The first stage in the development of the NQS Assessment and Rating Instrument involved 
meetings with DEEWR, the Assessment Process Team–including representatives from each 
Australian State and Territory–and staff from the National Childcare Accreditation Council 
(NCAC).  These meetings were used to discuss the need to link the Instrument to the NQS 
criteria for the assessment of quality and current accreditation procedures, comprising State 
and Territory regulatory inspections and NCAC quality visits.  One concern was that the 
NCAC Quality Improvement and Accreditation System (QIAS) relied too heavily on a ‘tick 
the boxes’ approach that could be ‘manipulated’ by services, resulting in many services 
receiving quality ratings higher than some others would have expected.  While the QIAS had 
been designed after consultation with a wide variety of stakeholders and extensive 
psychometric analysis of data related to the provision of quality in ECEC services (Rowe, 
Tainton & Taylor, 2004), there was a sense among the current stakeholders that the QIAS was 
no longer appropriate to meet the criteria of the newly-developed NQF. 
After these initial meetings, ACER produced a short paper on the assessment of quality 
pertinent to ECEC and school age care services.  Central to this conceptual note were the 
issues of validity, reliability, objectivity, feasibility and usability.  A strong relationship 
between the standards framework and the assessment methodology must exist in order for the 
assessment to be valid.  In order to have such a link, the framework and assessment 
methodology should be developed together, so that levels of quality can be incorporated into 
the structure of the framework.  The levels need not form part of the framework itself, but the 
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knowledge that levels of quality will be assessed helps to guide the development of the 
framework.  Further, the quality-level descriptors should identify a range of quality within a 
standard and not merely repeat the descriptor for standard through the use of qualifiers, such 
as ‘more’ and ‘often’. 
In the case of the NQF, the standards had been written before the decision to develop a 
quality rating system based on them.  This influenced the development of an assessment 
instrument as well as the description of quality levels for use with the Instrument.  The 
standards had been written as statements of attainment, resulting in a number of elements and 
standards not being conducive to the determination of quality levels. 
Examination of alternative instruments 
Quality rating systems for ECEC services, such as ECERS-R (Harms, Clifford & Cryer, 
1998) and CLASS (Pianta, La Paro & Hamre, 2008), have been used overseas and in a 
number of Australian research projects, including E4Kids.1  There were suggestions that these 
instruments could be used to measure quality for the NQF, but they were rejected after further 
examination of these instruments showed that neither scale contains all quality areas in the 
NQS, the age ranges of the instruments do not cover the ages of children in all services to be 
rated in Australia, and the authors do not recommend using subscales alone as indicators of 
quality in isolation of the full scales (Clifford, Reszka & Rossbach, 2010). 
Three issues—the lack of an appropriate instrument previously developed, the limited time to 
develop an independent set of standards to mirror those already promulgated through the 
National Quality Agenda, and ready access to the experts who had developed the NQS—
contributed heavily to the decision to use the standards as agreed by COAG as the basis for an 
assessment and rating instrument, and to train assessors in the new standards and use of a new 
assessment and rating instrument.  The importance of rigorous training had already been 
noted in the conceptual note prepared earlier by ACER, and is a feature of both ECERS-R and 
CLASS. 
Earlier uses of the Assessment and Rating Instrument 
In June 2010, 21 long day care (LDC) services were assessed with the first version of the 
Instrument.  That Instrument was developed according to the NQS, allowing assessors to 
record whether the service had met each element and indicate their ratings of the service on 
each standard, in each quality area and overall.  The Instrument was designed so that if a 
service had met all of the elements in a standard, the assessors then rated the service either 
National Quality Standard or High Quality on that standard.  If the service had not met all of 
the elements, then the service was rated either Unsatisfactory or Operating Level.  ACER 
analysed the results from this field test, noting that a larger sample of services would be 
required for a full review of the Instrument and associated processes. 
During the last months of 2010 and the first three months of 2011, 189 additional education 
and care services were assessed and rated with a revised version of the Instrument.  Revisions 
had been made to the Instrument as a result of the initial analysis conducted by ACER in 
2010.  The present form of the Instrument is a direct descendent of the prior versions 
developed in 2010. 
Evaluation of the Assessment and Rating Process 
For the present evaluation, ‘quality’—as used in the organisational sense—refers to a state of 
being that is free from deficiencies and significant variations, brought about by the strict and 
                                                      
1 For information on E4Kids refer to http://www.e4kids.org.au/news/brochures-e4kids.html.  
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consistent adherence to measurable and verifiable standards.  These measurable and verifiable 
standards have been determined after consideration of a set of requirements.  The NQS has 
been designed to ensure that education and care services and school age care services meet 
families’ requirements for a set of service standards.  This evaluation concentrates on the 
validity and reliability of the assessment and rating process, made after earlier trials, to 
determine if there is consistent adherence to the standards that constitute the NQS.  In 
particular, do the items reviewed with the Instrument provide consistent and replicable 
measures?  Would the judgements made by one authorised officer be made by other 
authorised officers reviewing the same service?  Does the assessment and rating process 
measure quality in early childhood education and care and school age care services?  Does the 
process—including use of the Instrument—allow distinctions between rating levels? 
Considering the logistical constraints and resources available for this evaluation, the most 
appropriate form of validity is factorial validity, which is used to establish the validity of 
latent—or unobserved—constructs, such as ‘quality’.  Factorial validity focuses on whether 
items that constitute a sub-construct–smaller areas of quality in education and care services—
are in fact correlated and can be distinguished from other sub-constructs, as well as whether 
the sub-constructs contribute to the overall construct measured by the instrument. 
Just as there are different types of validity, so too are there different types of reliability.  For 
the present evaluation, reliability was assessed by examining the internal consistency of the 
Instrument.  This includes an analysis of the variation in ratings given to a service on all 
elements and standards, across the entire Instrument and within each quality area. 
To support the examination of the validity and reliability of assessments are questionnaires 
completed by participating services and authorised officers, focus groups with both those 
groups, and an analysis of reports written by authorised officers.  The information gained 
from these sources supplement the quantitative analyses of the ratings, providing commentary 
for the interpretation of the data analysis.  For example, if the analysis shows that an element 
is particularly difficult for services to meet, the questionnaires and discussions should provide 
further information that explains why there were such difficulties. 
One important aspect of the assessment and rating process is the provision of relevant training 
to ensure that authorised officers conduct assessments and rate services consistently across 
jurisdictions and service types.  As noted above, reliability for the present evaluation will be 
determined by examining internal consistency of the Instrument; it is not possible to 
determine inter-rater reliability, which would also require a focus on the training undertaken 
by authorised officers.  As such, the training of authorised officers is not being evaluated; 
however, instances of inconsistency, if identified, may require further training for authorised 
officers.  In this case, training issues will be discussed as recommendations to enhance use of 
the Instrument or to increase reliability relating to a specific element, standard or quality area. 
The evaluation was undertaken by ACER, which analysed the assessment and rating data 
from both draft and final reports; managed the online surveys of services and authorised 
officers; and conducted focus groups with services and authorised officers; had discussions 
with regulatory authority staff. In locations with ACER offices—Adelaide, Brisbane, 
Melbourne, Perth and Sydney—local ACER staff conducted the focus group sessions and 
discussions; in other locations—Canberra, Darwin and Hobart—staff travelled from the 
ACER Melbourne office for the focus groups and discussions.  It was not possible to conduct 
focus group sessions outside the capital cities, but some services and authorised officers did 
participate, either in person or by telephone. 
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THE SAMPLE 
In 2012, regulatory authorities determined which education and care services would be 
assessed during the year.  For the purposes of the present evaluation, only services whose 
assessment and rating process was completed by 15 October 2012 would be included.  By 
agreement, Outside School Hours Care (OSHC) services were not to be assessed and rated 
during this period in New South Wales and only Long Day Care (LDC) services were to be 
assessed and rated in the Northern Territory. The delayed passage of legislation in Western 
Australia resulted in a limited number of services being available for assessment by the cut-
off date.  Preschool services in Tasmania and Western Australia are not covered by the 
national legislation and were not assessed.  Table 1 shows the distribution of services that 
were assessed during this period and available for analysis across all jurisdictions and service 
types.  The population of services is presented in Table 10 in Appendix B. 
 
Table 1 Distribution of assessed services, by jurisdiction and service type 
	   Service	  type	   	  






















New	  South	  Wales	   78	   41	   0	   119	   22	   141	  
Victoria	   38	   29	   31	   98	   14	   112	  
Queensland	   48	   49	   23	   120	   8	   128	  
South	  Australia	   11	   10	   11	   32	   1	   33	  
Western	  Australia	   11	   0	   1	   12	   0	   12	  
Tasmania	   15	   0	   9	   24	   2	   26	  
Northern	  Territory	   11	   0	   0	   11	   0	   11	  
Australian	  Capital	  Territory	   12	   8	   6	   26	   2	   28	  
Australia	   224	   137	   81	   442	   49	   491	  
Notes:	   Includes	  only	  services	  that	  were	  assessed	  in	  time	  to	  have	  data	  included	  for	  the	  current	  analysis.	  	  Services	  that	  
received	  their	  final	  reports	  after	  15	  October	  2012	  are	  not	  included.	  	  A	  number	  of	  centres	  provide	  more	  than	  one	  
type	  of	  service;	  however,	  for	  this	  evaluation,	  each	  centre	  is	  assigned	  to	  one	  service	  type	  only.	  	  All	  multi-­‐service	  
providers	  that	  were	  assessed	  provide	  long	  day	  care	  and	  another	  service,	  and	  are	  categorised	  here	  as	  long	  day	  care	  
services	  only.	  
The sample selected for the evaluation of the assessment and reporting process is not a 
randomly selected sample.  Decisions to include a service in the sample were made for a 
variety of reasons, including each service’s last accreditation date and its last licence renewal 
or visit date, as well as the workforce capacity of regulatory authorities.  Nevertheless, 
regulatory authorities attempted to ensure that each jurisdiction had a number of each service 
type in the sample, and that the services were located across all regions of the jurisdiction. 
The selection of a random sample is not always possible in an evaluation because of 
operational practicalities.  The result for the subsequent analysis is that any differences that 
may be identified are likely to be drawn from a distribution that does not reflect the 
population, making standard statistical analyses difficult to interpret. 
The sample used for the present evaluation is smaller than had been anticipated.  Further, the 
distribution of services across jurisdictions and service types is less than optimal.  Some of 
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this is due to local legislation regarding particular service types; nevertheless, while 
unavoidable, this does have an effect on the quality of the sample and the analyses that could 
be conducted. 
• The overall number of services that participated in the assessment and rating process 
is adequate for an overall evaluation.  Assuming that there are no substantial 
differences by jurisdiction, geographic location or service type, the number of 
services in the sample will contribute to the determination of the validity and 
reliability of the process. 
• It is not possible to determine if there are differences among jurisdictions in the 
assessments and ratings assigned to Long Day Care services or Preschools, as only 
three jurisdictions have reasonable numbers for such a determination. 
• It is not possible to determine if there are differences between jurisdictions for 
Outside School Hours Care services or Family Day Care services. 
• It is not possible to determine if there are differences between metropolitan and non-
metropolitan (regional and remote combined) services for all four service types, as 
the distribution of service types in non-metropolitan areas is too small for such a 
determination. 
• The number of Family Day Care services is too small and the distribution across 
jurisdictions too scattered to allow adequate comparisons with other service types. 
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SUMMARIES OF RATINGS 
This section presents summaries of ratings, showing the distribution of overall ratings by 
service type, and ratings in each quality area and on each standard for all service types 
combined.  Tables containing information on ratings on quality areas and standards for each 
service type, jurisdiction and geographic location are presented in Appendix C.  This is 
followed by a summary of elements met by each service type; summaries of elements met 
within each jurisdiction and by geographic location are also presented in Appendix C. 
Overall ratings 
Of the 491 services that were assessed and rated for the period, more than one-quarter 
received an overall rating of Exceeding National Quality Standard and more than one-half 
received a rating of Working Towards National Quality Standard (see Table 2).  These results 
varied by service type, with 50 per cent of Preschools, 17 per cent of Long Day Care services, 
12 per cent of Outside School Hours Care services and 27 per cent of Family Day Care 
services rated as Exceeding National Quality Standard.  Two services—one Preschool and 
one Family Day Care—were rated as Significant Improvement Required, representing 0.4 per 
cent of all services assessed and rated during this period. 




















Long	  Day	  Care	   224	   0	   60	   23	   17	  
Preschool/Kindergarten	   137	   1	   25	   24	   50	  
Outside	  School	  Hours	  Care	   81	   0	   73	   15	   12	  
All	  centre-­‐based	  services	   442	   0	   51	   22	   27	  
Family	  Day	  Care	   49	   2	   59	   12	   27	  
All	  service	  types	  (%)	   	   <1	   52	   21	   27	  
Number	  of	  services	   491	   2	   256	   102	   131	  
Notes:	   Includes	  only	  services	  that	  were	  assessed	  in	  time	  to	  have	  data	  included	  for	  the	  current	  analysis.	  	  Services	  that	  
received	  their	  final	  reports	  after	  15	  October	  2012	  are	  not	  included.	  	  A	  number	  of	  centres	  provide	  more	  than	  one	  
type	  of	  service;	  however,	  for	  this	  evaluation,	  each	  centre	  is	  assigned	  to	  one	  service	  type	  only.	  	  All	  multi-­‐service	  
providers	  that	  were	  assessed	  provide	  long	  day	  care	  and	  another	  service,	  and	  are	  categorised	  here	  as	  long	  day	  care	  
services	  only.	  	  0	  indicates	  that	  no	  service	  was	  rated	  at	  a	  level;	  <1	  indicates	  that	  a	  small	  percentage	  of	  services	  were	  
rated	  at	  a	  level,	  but	  that	  percentage	  would	  be	  rounded	  to	  0.	  	  Rows	  may	  not	  sum	  to	  100%	  because	  of	  rounding.	  
Among centre-based services, Preschools tended to receive the highest ratings, with one-half 
rated as Exceeding National Quality Standard overall and only 26 per cent rated below 
National Quality Standard (25% at Working Towards National Quality Standard and 1% at 
Significant Improvement Required).  When all centre-based services are compared with 
Family Day Care services, there are some differences.  Of the 49 Family Day Care services 
assessed and rated during this period, 27 per cent were rated as Exceeding National Quality 
Standard, the same percentage as for centre-based services combined, but a greater percentage 
of Family Day Care services (61%) than centre-based services (51%) were rated as Working 
Towards National Quality Standard. 
There were some differences in the distribution of ratings by jurisdiction, although some of 
these differences are related to the number of services assessed and rated in each jurisdiction, 
the service types assessed and rated in each jurisdiction and the regulations that previously 
applied to those services in those jurisdictions.  Overall ratings by service type within each 
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jurisdiction can be found in Table 11 in Appendix C.  There was little difference in overall 
ratings between services in metropolitan areas and those in non-metropolitan areas.  As there 
were only seven services in remote locations, these were combined with services in regional 
locations (inner regional and outer regional).  Of the seven remote services, three were rated 
at Working Towards National Quality Standard, which is similar to the percentage of regional 
services at that rating, indicating that combining regional and remote services does not hide 
differences for remote services. 
Quality areas 
Ratings in the seven quality areas were available for all 491 services that were assessed and 
rated (see Table 3).  Quality Area 1 (Educational program and practice) had the lowest 
percentages of services that received ratings of Exceeding National Quality Standard (24%) 
and Meeting National Quality Standard (33%).  Consequently, Quality Area 1 had the highest 
percentage of services rated at Working Towards National Quality Standard (43%).  No 
service was rated at Significant Improvement Required in Quality Area 1.  Quality Area 4 
(Staffing arrangements) had the lowest percentage of services rated at Working Towards 
National Quality Standard (12%), and Quality Area 5 (Relationships with children) had the 
highest percentage of services rated at Exceeding National Quality Standard (39%). 




















1	  Educational	  program	  
and	  practice	   491	   0	   43	   33	   24	  
2	  Children’s	  health	  and	  
safety	   491	   <1	   27	   45	   27	  
3	  Physical	  environment	   491	   <1	   38	   36	   26	  
4	  Staffing	  arrangements	   491	   0	   12	   54	   34	  
5	  Relationships	  with	  
children	   491	   <1	   21	   40	   39	  
6	  Collaborative	  
partnerships	  …	   491	   0	   25	   42	   33	  
7	  Leadership	  and	  
service	  management	   491	   <1	   31	   37	   32	  
Notes:	   Includes	  only	  services	  that	  were	  assessed	  in	  time	  to	  have	  data	  included	  for	  the	  current	  analysis.	  	  Services	  that	  
received	  their	  final	  reports	  after	  15	  October	  2012	  are	  not	  included.	  	  A	  number	  of	  centres	  provide	  more	  than	  one	  
type	  of	  service;	  however,	  for	  this	  evaluation,	  each	  centre	  is	  assigned	  to	  one	  service	  type	  only.	  	  All	  multi-­‐service	  
providers	  that	  were	  assessed	  provide	  long	  day	  care	  and	  another	  service,	  and	  are	  categorised	  here	  as	  long	  day	  care	  
services	  only.	  	  0	  indicates	  that	  no	  service	  was	  rated	  at	  a	  level;	  <1	  indicates	  that	  a	  small	  percentage	  of	  services	  were	  
rated	  at	  a	  level,	  but	  that	  percentage	  would	  be	  rounded	  to	  0.	  	  Rows	  may	  not	  sum	  to	  100%	  because	  of	  rounding.	  
Ratings in the quality areas differed by service type with the greatest differences in Quality 
Area 1 and Quality Area 3 (Physical environment).  More than one-half of Preschool/ 
Kindergarten services were rated at Exceeding National Quality Standard for Quality Area 1, 
compared to no more than 16 per cent of any other service type.  In that same quality area, 69 
per cent of Outside School Hours Care services were rated at Working Towards National 
Quality Standard, as were more than one-half of Family Day Care services (see Figure 1).  
There was a more even distribution of ratings among services in Quality Areas 4 and 5.  In all 
quality areas, however, Preschool/Kindergarten services had the highest percentage of 
services rated at Exceeding National Quality Standard.  The data shown Figure 1 are available 
in Table 13 in Appendix C. 
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Figure 1 Distribution of ratings in each quality area, by service type 
 
As noted above for the overall ratings, there were differences between jurisdictions in the 
distribution of ratings on each of the quality areas.  Again, many of these differences are 
related to the number of services assessed and rated in each jurisdiction, the service types 
assessed and rated, and previous regulations.  While the distribution of ratings across the 
quality areas were similar to the national distribution in most jurisdictions, there were some 
differences worth noting.  For example, while Quality Area 4 had the highest percentage of 
services Meeting or Exceeding National Quality Standard, this did not hold in each 
jurisdiction.  In South Australia, 91 per cent of services were rated at Meeting or Exceeding 
National Quality Standard in Quality Area 5 compared to 88 per cent in Quality Area 4, 
which is the same percentage as for all 491 services assessed and rated.  Data for ratings in 
each quality area for each jurisdiction are provided in Table 14 in Appendix C. 
There were some differences between metropolitan and non-metropolitan services in the 
distribution of ratings in some quality areas.  The greatest difference was in Quality Area 6, 
with 83 per cent of regional and remote services Meeting or Exceeding National Quality 
Standard compared to 71 per cent of metropolitan services.  A higher percentage of regional 
and remote services were rated at Meeting or Exceeding National Quality Standard in Quality 
Area 1 compared to 53 per cent of metropolitan services.  For all other quality areas the 
differences were much smaller.  Table 15 in Appendix C presents these data for each quality 
area. 
Standards 
Ratings on each standard were available for most services, although for a number of standards 
ratings were not available for up to three services.  The standards on which most services 
were rated at Meeting or Exceeding National Quality Standard were Standard 4.1 (97%), 
Standard 4.2 (90%), Standard 6.1 (90%) and Standard 3.1 (89%).  The lowest percentage of 
services rated at Meeting or Exceeding National Quality Standard were on Standard 1.2 
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Standard	  1.1	   489	   0	   37	   34	   29	  
Standard	  1.2	   491	   0	   41	   32	   26	  
Standard	  2.1	   488	   0	   16	   52	   32	  
Standard	  2.2	   491	   0	   15	   57	   28	  
Standard	  2.3	   491	   <1	   18	   54	   28	  
Standard	  3.1	   490	   <1	   10	   61	   29	  
Standard	  3.2	   491	   <1	   19	   51	   30	  
Standard	  3.3	   491	   0	   35	   45	   20	  
Standard	  4.1	   491	   0	   3	   51	   46	  
Standard	  4.2	   489	   0	   10	   52	   38	  
Standard	  5.1	   490	   <1	   14	   39	   46	  
Standard	  5.2	   488	   <1	   18	   41	   41	  
Standard	  6.1	   491	   0	   10	   50	   39	  
Standard	  6.2	   491	   0	   14	   56	   29	  
Standard	  6.3	   490	   0	   20	   50	   31	  
Standard	  7.1	   489	   <1	   22	   42	   36	  
Standard	  7.2	   491	   0	   23	   45	   31	  
Standard	  7.3	   491	   <1	   14	   53	   33	  
Notes:	   Includes	  only	  services	  that	  were	  assessed	  in	  time	  to	  have	  data	  included	  for	  the	  current	  analysis.	  	  Services	  that	  
received	  their	  final	  reports	  after	  15	  October	  2012	  are	  not	  included.	  	  A	  number	  of	  centres	  provide	  more	  than	  one	  
type	  of	  service;	  however,	  for	  this	  evaluation,	  each	  centre	  is	  assigned	  to	  one	  service	  type	  only.	  	  All	  multi-­‐service	  
providers	  that	  were	  assessed	  provide	  long	  day	  care	  and	  another	  service,	  and	  are	  categorised	  here	  as	  long	  day	  care	  
services	  only.	  	  0	  indicates	  that	  no	  service	  was	  rated	  at	  a	  level;	  <1	  indicates	  that	  a	  small	  percentage	  of	  services	  were	  
rated	  at	  a	  level,	  but	  that	  percentage	  would	  be	  rounded	  to	  0.	  	  Rows	  may	  not	  sum	  to	  100%	  because	  of	  rounding.	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The ratings on standards also differed by service type.  More than 90 per cent of Preschools 
and Kindergartens were rated at Meeting or Exceeding National Quality Standard on 11 
standards.  The lowest percentage of Preschool services rated at Meeting or Exceeding 
National Quality Standard was on Standard 1.2 (87%).  The lowest percentages of services 
rated at Meeting or Exceeding National Quality Standard were those offering Outside School 
Hours Care, with only 33 per cent on Standard 1.2 and 43 per cent on Standard 1.1.  Ratings 
on each standard for each service type are provided in Table 16 in Appendix C. 
Again, there were differences between jurisdictions in the distribution of ratings on each of 
the standards related to the number of services assessed and rated in each jurisdiction, the 
service types assessed and rated, and previous regulations.  While the distribution of ratings 
across the standards in each jurisdiction were similar to the national distribution, there were 
some differences.  Overall, only 3 per cent of services were rated at Working Towards 
National Quality Standard on Standard 4.1.  In Western Australia and the Australian Capital 
Territory, no service was rated below Meeting National Quality Standard.  Data for ratings on 
each standard for each jurisdiction are provided in Table 17 in Appendix C. 
Services in non-metropolitan areas were rated at Meeting or Exceeding National Quality 
Standard on Standards 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3 more frequently than were services in metropolitan 
areas.  There was little difference by geographic location on other standards.  Data for ratings 
on each standard by geographic location are provided in Table 18 in Appendix C. 
Elements 
Elements are not rated in the assessment and rating process; rather, authorised officers 
determine if a service has met each element.  If all elements within a standard have been met, 
then the service is rated at Meeting or Exceeding the National Quality Standard for that 
standard; if at least one element within a standard has not been met, then the service is rated at 
Working Towards National Quality Standard or Significant Improvement Required on that 
standard.  Ratings for all elements for all services were provided.  Because authorised officers 
determine only whether or not elements have been met, Table 5 indicates only the percentages 
of each service type that met each element. The total percentages of all services that met each 
element are shown in Figure 3. 
Elements most frequently not met were Elements 1.2.1 (67% met) and 1.2.3 (66% met), both 
of which are under Standard 1.2, which had the lowest percentage of services rated at Meeting 
or Exceeding National Quality Standard (59%).  Only 42 per cent of Outside School Hours 
Care services met Element 1.2.1.  Preschools and Kindergartens most frequently met these 
elements, and met all elements at a rate of 90 per cent or higher.  Elements 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 
were the next least frequently met elements, at 69 per cent and 71 per cent, respectively, and 
Outside School Hours Care services met these elements less frequently than did other service 
types. 
The patterns of overall percentages of elements met were replicated in each jurisdiction and in 
each geographic location, although these results are related to the service types assessed in 
each and the total numbers of services assessed.  These results are provided in Appendix C in 
Table 19 for jurisdictions and Table 20 for geographic locations. 
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Table 5 Percentage of services that met each element, by service type 
	   	   Service	  type	   	  


























Element	  1.1.1	   491	   71	   96	   68	   78	   65	   77	  
Element	  1.1.2	   491	   70	   96	   73	   78	   65	   77	  
Element	  1.1.3	   491	   69	   93	   70	   76	   71	   76	  
Element	  1.1.4	   491	   88	   96	   54	   85	   69	   83	  
Element	  1.1.5	   491	   84	   98	   90	   90	   88	   89	  
Element	  1.1.6	   491	   75	   96	   83	   83	   82	   83	  
Element	  1.2.1	   491	   65	   91	   42	   69	   51	   67	  
Element	  1.2.2	   491	   71	   94	   75	   79	   65	   78	  
Element	  1.2.3	   491	   61	   90	   49	   68	   47	   66	  
Element	  2.1.1	   491	   95	   99	   94	   96	   92	   96	  
Element	  2.1.2	   491	   86	   96	   93	   90	   90	   90	  
Element	  2.1.3	   491	   92	   94	   86	   92	   86	   91	  
Element	  2.1.4	   491	   97	   98	   96	   97	   92	   97	  
Element	  2.2.1	   491	   85	   96	   89	   89	   92	   89	  
Element	  2.2.2	   491	   87	   97	   94	   91	   92	   91	  
Element	  2.3.1	   491	   91	   93	   94	   92	   92	   92	  
Element	  2.3.2	   491	   92	   95	   91	   93	   84	   92	  
Element	  2.3.3	   491	   93	   96	   83	   92	   92	   92	  
Element	  2.3.4	   491	   92	   99	   93	   94	   96	   94	  
Element	  3.1.1	   491	   94	   99	   95	   96	   92	   95	  
Element	  3.1.2	   491	   92	   99	   99	   95	   90	   95	  
Element	  3.1.3	   491	   89	   96	   95	   93	   90	   92	  
Element	  3.2.1	   491	   77	   94	   85	   84	   84	   84	  
Element	  3.2.2	   491	   80	   98	   84	   86	   88	   86	  
Element	  3.3.1	   491	   66	   91	   47	   70	   63	   69	  
Element	  3.3.2	   491	   66	   93	   52	   72	   61	   71	  
Element	  4.1.1	   491	   96	   99	   93	   97	   100	   97	  
Element	  4.2.1	   491	   92	   98	   90	   93	   88	   93	  
Element	  4.2.2	   491	   89	   96	   90	   91	   94	   91	  
Element	  4.2.3	   491	   95	   98	   93	   95	   94	   95	  
Element	  5.1.1	   491	   90	   96	   95	   93	   94	   93	  
Element	  5.1.2	   491	   79	   96	   88	   86	   88	   86	  
Element	  5.1.3	   491	   88	   96	   93	   91	   98	   92	  
Element	  5.2.1	   491	   82	   98	   95	   89	   92	   90	  
Element	  5.2.2	   491	   80	   95	   90	   86	   90	   87	  
Element	  5.2.3	   491	   86	   97	   94	   91	   94	   91	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   Service	  type	   	  


























Element	  6.1.1	   491	   98	   99	   91	   97	   92	   96	  
Element	  6.1.2	   491	   93	   97	   89	   93	   88	   93	  
Element	  6.1.3	   491	   96	   99	   90	   96	   92	   95	  
Element	  6.2.1	   491	   92	   98	   86	   93	   94	   93	  
Element	  6.2.2	   491	   92	   96	   69	   89	   90	   89	  
Element	  6.3.1	   491	   90	   96	   75	   89	   86	   89	  
Element	  6.3.2	   491	   90	   96	   90	   92	   86	   91	  
Element	  6.3.3	   491	   94	   98	   91	   95	   92	   94	  
Element	  6.3.4	   491	   85	   91	   68	   84	   90	   84	  
Element	  7.1.1	   491	   96	   98	   95	   96	   96	   96	  
Element	  7.1.2	   491	   90	   94	   84	   90	   92	   90	  
Element	  7.1.3	   491	   97	   96	   98	   97	   96	   97	  
Element	  7.1.4	   491	   82	   93	   68	   83	   90	   83	  
Element	  7.1.5	   491	   96	   99	   99	   98	   100	   98	  
Element	  7.2.1	   491	   86	   96	   83	   88	   92	   89	  
Element	  7.2.2	   491	   83	   93	   74	   84	   88	   85	  
Element	  7.2.3	   491	   83	   96	   78	   86	   90	   87	  
Element	  7.3.1	   491	   96	   97	   94	   96	   100	   96	  
Element	  7.3.2	   491	   97	   97	   95	   97	   98	   97	  
Element	  7.3.3	   491	   96	   100	   100	   98	   98	   98	  
Element	  7.3.4	   491	   95	   100	   94	   96	   94	   96	  
Element	  7.3.5	   491	   89	   96	   79	   90	   94	   90	  
Notes:	   Includes	  only	  services	  that	  were	  assessed	  in	  time	  to	  have	  data	  included	  for	  the	  current	  analysis.	  	  Services	  that	  
received	  their	  final	  reports	  after	  15	  October	  2012	  are	  not	  included.	  	  A	  number	  of	  centres	  provide	  more	  than	  one	  
type	  of	  service;	  however,	  for	  this	  evaluation,	  each	  centre	  is	  assigned	  to	  one	  service	  type	  only.	  	  All	  multi-­‐service	  
providers	  that	  were	  assessed	  provide	  long	  day	  care	  and	  another	  service,	  and	  are	  categorised	  here	  as	  long	  day	  care	  
services	  only.	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Figure 3 Percentage of services that met each element, all service types 
 
Summary 
The results provided here relate to the structure of the National Quality Standard.  Where the 
percentage of services meeting an element is relatively low, then the percentage of services 
rated at Meeting or Exceeding National Quality Standard on a standard is relatively low, and 
the percentage of services rated at Meeting or Exceeding National Quality Standard in a 
quality area is relatively low.  Services must be rated at Meeting or Exceeding National 
Quality Standard in all quality areas in order to be rated at Meeting or Exceeding National 
Quality Standard overall. 
There are differences by service type, with Preschools and Kindergartens having met all 
elements at a higher rate than other service types, particularly on elements relating to 
educational programming.  Differences by jurisdiction and geographic location tend to be 
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RASCH ANALYSIS OF RATINGS 
Rasch analyses were conducted on the data relating to quality areas, standards and elements 
using ACER ConQuest (Adams, et al., 2012).  These analyses estimated the ‘difficulty’ of 
each quality area, standard and element, and the ‘ability’ of each service.  The ‘difficulty’ of 
each quality area, standard and element and the ‘ability’ of each service are given a ‘score’ on 
a single scale.  If a service’s ability score is the same as an element’s difficulty score, then it 
is assumed that the service would meet that element 50 per cent of the time.  If the service’s 
ability score is higher than the element’s difficulty score, then it is assumed that the service 
would meet that element more than 50 per cent of the time. 
Quality Areas 
Figure 4 is the person-item map of the Rasch estimates for quality areas.  The ‘ability’ level 
of the services is shown by the Xs to the left of the centre line.  Each X represents 2.9 
services.  Xs towards the top of the figure represent services that that were rated at Meeting or 
Exceeding National Quality Standard on all 7 quality areas.  Services towards the bottom of 
the figure represent those that were rated at Working Towards National Quality Standard or 
Significant Improvement Required in several quality areas. 
The numbers to the right of the centre line represent the seven quality areas.  The quality 
areas that are more difficult to achieve are at the top of the group and the easiest are at the 
bottom.  Quality Area 1 was the most difficult to achieve with 57 per cent of services rated at 
Meeting or Exceeding National Quality Standard. Quality Area 4 was the least difficult, with 
88% Meeting or Exceeding National Quality Standard. 
16	   	  
 




Figure 5 is the person-item map of the Rasch estimates for standards.  The ‘ability’ level of 
the services is shown by the Xs on the left, with each X representing 2.9 services.  Xs towards 
the top of the figure represent services that that were rated at Meeting or Exceeding National 
Quality Standard on all 18 standards.  Services towards the bottom of the figure represent 
those that were rated at Working Towards National Quality Standard or Significant 
Improvement Required on several standards. 
The numbers to the right of the centre line represent the 18 standards.  The standards that are 
more difficult to achieve are at the top of the group and the easiest are at the bottom.  
Standards 3.3, 1.1 and 1.2 were the most difficult standards to achieve.  As reported earlier,  
59 per cent of services were rated at Meeting or Exceeding National Quality Standard on 
Standard 1.2, 63 per cent on Standard 1.1 and 65 per cent on Standard 3.3.  Standard 4.1 was 
the easiest with 97 per cent of services rated at Meeting or Exceeding National Quality 
Standard. 
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Figure 6 is the person-item map of the Rasch estimates for elements.  The ‘ability’ level of the 
services is shown by the Xs on the left, with each X representing 3.3 services.  Xs towards the 
top of the figure represent the services that that were rated as meeting the standard for all 58 
elements.  Services towards the bottom of the figure represent those services that did not meet 
one or more elements. 
The numbers to the right of the centre line represent the 58 elements.  The elements that are 
more difficult to meet are at the top of the group and the easiest are at the bottom.  Elements 
1.2.1 and 1.2.3 were the most difficult to meet with 67 per cent or services meeting Element 
1.2.1 and 66 per cent meeting Element 1.2.3.  Elements 7.1.5 and 7.3.3 were the easiest to 
meet with 98 per cent of services meeting each. 
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Figure 6 Person-item map, showing services and elements ordered by Rasch 
estimates 
 
Steps in Quality Areas and Standards 
As part of the process, authorised officers must determine whether to rate a service at 
Significant Improvement Required, Working Towards National Quality Standard, Meeting 
National Quality Standard or Exceeding National Quality Standard.  It is important that there 
are clear distinctions between each of the adjacent ratings, with evidence of differences in the 
quality areas and standards.  The partial-credit model (Masters, 1982) offers an opportunity to 
determine if such distinctions have been made by authorised officers. 
Figure 7 is the person-item map of the Rasch estimates for quality areas with the steps.  The 
main difference in this figure is in how the quality areas are reported to the right of the centre 
line.  The number 1.1, for example, shows the ‘difficulty’ of moving from Working Towards 
National Quality Standard to Meeting National Quality Standard, and the number 1.2 shows 
the ‘difficulty’ of moving from Meeting National Quality Standard to Exceeding National 
Quality Standard.  For all quality areas, the second step (x.2) is more difficult than the first 
step (x.1), although there is a slight variation in the ordering of the steps.  This is most evident 
for Quality Area 4, with the step for 4.1 having a Rasch estimate close to –4.0 and step 4.2 
having a Rasch estimate above +1.0.  Similar results were found for standards. 
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The Rasch analysis presented above provided the opportunity to identify services and items—
elements, standards or quality areas—that did not appear to fit the assumptions of the 
relationship between the assessment and rating process and the construct of quality.  There is 
no evidence of anomalies in ratings received by services or in the structure of the elements, 
standards and quality areas. 
Restrictions on the Rasch Analysis 
The analyses in this section were restricted because of the percentage of services that were 
rated at Meeting National Quality Standard or Exceeding National Quality Standard.  For a 
service to be rated at either of these two levels, it must meet all 58 elements.  This resulted in 
233 services, or 47 per cent of the sample, having a ‘perfect’ score on the elements.  Services 
with perfect scores cannot be used in these analyses, as they provide no information on the 
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variability of scores.  In addition, the reduction of usable scores means that it is not possible 
to conduct differential item function (DIF) analyses, which would compare how the elements 
were assessed for each service type, jurisdiction or geographic location. 
Reliability 
The reliability of the Instrument was determined using Cronbach’s alpha, which is an index of 
the internal consistency of a test or instrument.  Because of the large number of services that 
met all elements, the reliability would be high, indicating a small variation in overall scores.  
To account for the high number of perfect scores, Cronbach’s alpha was calculated a number 
of times, using different software packages and eliminating the services that met all elements.  
The lowest alpha calculated was 0.88; the highest was 0.95.  Both scores are considered 
‘high’, so it is safe to conclude that the Instrument is internally consistent and reliable. 
Summary 
One assumption of Rasch measurement is that the items used in the measurement instrument 
are based on a single construct; that is, that all of the items lead to the measurement of a 
single dimension.  It is assumed for the present analysis that this single construct is ‘quality’.  
The NQS and the Instrument are hierarchically structured: elements are subsets of standards, 
and standards are subsets of quality areas.  Examinations of the elements, standards and 
quality areas indicate that this assumption is not refuted, and that the ‘distances’ between 
‘steps’—from Working Towards National Quality Standard to Meeting National Quality 
Standard and from Meeting National Quality Standard to Exceeding National Quality 
Standard—suggest differences in practice. 
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DIFFERENCES IN RATINGS 
There are two levels of overall rating that sit below National Quality Standard: Working 
Towards National Quality Standard and Significant Improvement Required.  For the former, 
services may have been rated as Meeting National Quality Standard or Exceeding National 
Quality Standard in a number of quality areas, but not all.  For the latter, as the name implies, 
serious issues were found in relation to the service’s quality, although this may not apply to 
all aspects of the service’s operations. 
Two levels of overall rating indicate that a service is operating at the National Quality 
Standard or above: Meeting National Quality Standard and Exceeding National Quality 
Standard.  For an overall rating of Exceeding National Quality Standard, a service must have 
ratings of Exceeding National Quality Standard in at least four quality areas, with two of 
these in specified quality areas, and have no rating below Meeting National Quality Standard.  
The additional rating of Excellent was not used as it is determined through different 
procedures. 
This section presents two analyses: 
• of data on services that have an overall rating below Meeting National Quality 
Standard: whether there are elements that lower-rated services regularly did not meet, 
or standards or quality areas on which services were consistently rated below Meeting 
National Quality Standard; 
• of data on services given an overall rating of Exceeding National Quality Standard 
and how they differ from services given a rating of Meeting National Quality 
Standard. 
Some of these analyses rely on the ‘score’ developed as part of the previous Rasch analysis.  
The scores assigned in the previous section have no status in the National Quality Standard 
and should not be interpreted as a quality score for the purposes of rating education and care 
services.  They are used solely to explore differences between services that were rated as 
Working Towards National Quality Standard—as a group—and services that were rated as 
Meeting National Quality Standard—as a group.  The complete distribution of ratings by 
service type was presented earlier in Table 2. 
Services rated below Meeting National Quality Standard 
This section presents analyses of the services that were given an overall rating below the 
rating of Meeting National Quality Standard.  It is divided into two sections: one that presents 
information on services rated at Significant Improvement Required and one that presents 
information on services rated at Working Towards National Quality Standard. 
Services rated at Significant Improvement Required 
Services that receive an overall rating of Significant Improvement Required are those that are 
found to have quality issues that present unacceptable risk to the safety, health or wellbeing of 
any child or children in the service.  Among the 491 services included in the present 
evaluation, two services, representing 0.4 per cent of all services rated during the evaluation 
period, were rated at Significant Improvement Required.  Of these two services, one is a  
Preschool/Kindergarten and one a Family Day Care service.  The Preschool met 22 of the 58 
elements; the Family Day Care service met 24.  Both services failed to meet any element 
under Quality Area 1, Standard 3.3, Standard 4.2 and Standard 6.2.  Both services did, 
however, meet all elements under Standard 7.3. 
22	   	  
The ratings in the seven quality areas for these two services varied, with the Family Day Care 
service rated at Significant Improvement Required in Quality Areas 2 (Children’s health and 
safety), 3 (Physical environment) and 7 (Leadership and service management); and at 
Meeting National Quality Standard in Quality Area 5 (Relationships with children).  It was 
rated at Working Towards National Quality Standard in the three other quality areas.  This 
service is in a metropolitan area.  The Preschool was rated at Significant Improvement 
Required in Quality Areas 2 (Children’s health and safety) and 5 (Relationships with 
children), and at Working Towards National Quality Standard in the three other quality areas.  
This service is in an inner regional location. 
Services rated at Working Towards National Quality Standard 
Among the 491 services that were assessed and rated during the evaluation period, 256, or 52 
per cent of services rated, were given an overall rating of Working Towards National Quality 
Standard, comprising 134 Long Day Care services (60% of this service type), 34 
Preschool/Kindergarten services (25% of this service type), 59 Outside School Hours Care 
services (73% of this service type) and 29 Family Day Care services (59% of this service 
type). 
The number of elements met by services rated at Working Towards National Quality Standard 
ranged from 8 to 57, with 43 per cent in the range from 51 to 57.  The elements least 
frequently met by services rated at Working Towards National Quality Standard were 
Element 1.2.3 (65% not met) and Element 1.2.1 (63% not met), both of which relate to the 
delivery of the educational program to each child.  These two elements were those least 
frequently met by all 491 participating services.  The other element under Standard 1.2, 
Element 1.2.2, was not met by 42 per cent of these services.  Two other elements were not 
met by more than one-half of services that were rated as Working Towards National Quality 
Standard: Element 3.3.1 (58% not met) and Element 3.3.2 (55% not met).  These elements are 
both under Standard 3.3, which relates to the service’s role in caring for the environment and 
implementing sustainable practices, and both were less frequently met by all 491 services. 
Five services met 57 of the 58 elements, and 26 met 56 elements.  Of the five services that 
met 57 of the 58 elements: 
• two Long Day Care services did not meet Element 4.1.1, regarding educator-to-child 
ratios and staff qualifications; one of these services was rated at Exceeding National 
Quality Standard on four of the six other quality areas; 
• one Long Day Care service did not meet Element 5.2.3, regarding the dignity and 
rights of every child; it was rated at Exceeding National Quality Standard in three 
quality areas; 
• one Outside School Hours Care service did not meet Element 7.1.4, regarding 
leadership in curriculum development; and 
• one Long Day Care service did not meet Element 7.3.3, regarding notification of 
service changes, complaints or breaches; it was rated at Exceeding National Quality 
Standard in three quality areas. 
Of the 26 services that were rated at Working Towards National Quality Standard and had 
met 56 of the 58 elements, all had met all elements under Quality Area 4 (Staffing 
arrangements), and one service (a Preschool/Kindergarten) had not met an element under 
Quality Area 5 (Relationships with children): Element 5.2.2, regarding support for children’s 
behaviour and conflict resolution.  For one-half of these 26 services, the two elements not met 
were in the same quality area. 
Evaluation	  of	  the	  NQS	  Assessment	  and	  Rating	  Process	   23	  
The elements most frequently not met by these 26 services were: 
• Element 1.2.3, regarding critical reflection in developing the service’s education 
program, which was not met by six services (3 Family Day Care, 2 Long Day Care 
and 1 Outside School Hours Care services); 
• Element 3.3.1, regarding embedded sustainability practices in service operations, 
which was also not met by six services (3 Family Day Care services and one of each 
other service type; 5 of these services are in New South Wales); and 
• Element 7.2.2, regarding administrative systems, which was not met by five services 
(4 Long Day Care services and 1 Family Day Care service). 
Of these 26 services, three were rated at Exceeding National Quality Standard in five quality 
areas and was rated at Exceeding National Quality Standard one in four quality areas. 
Differences on Standards 
To determine differences in ratings on standards, a total standard score was calculated by first 
assigning scores of 1 for a rating of Significant Improvement Required, 2 for a rating of 
Working Towards National Quality Standard, 3 for a rating of Meeting National Quality 
Standard and 4 for a rating of Exceeding National Quality Standard, then summing these 
scores across all 18 standards.  The maximum total standard score is 72; the minimum, 18.  
For a service to receive an overall rating of Meeting or Exceeding National Quality Standard, 
it must receive a minimum rating of Meeting National Quality Standard in each of the 18 
standards, so the minimum score for services at that rating is 54. 
Services rated Working Towards National Quality Standard had a mean score on standards of 
49.5.  The highest score was 66, indicating that this service had been rated at Exceeding 
National Quality Standard on a number of standards.  The distribution of standard scores for 
services rated at Working Towards National Quality Standard or Significant Improvement 
Required is shown in Figure 8.  For services rated at Meeting National Quality Standard, the 
distribution is shown in Figure 9.  The distribution of scores for services below Meeting 
National Quality Standard is close to a normal distribution, with the modal score at 49 and the 
mean at 49.5.  The distribution of scores for services at Meeting National Quality Standard 
has its mode at 54, the minimum score required to achieve this rating. 
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Figure 8 Distribution of total scores on standards for services that received an overall 
rating below Meeting National Quality Standard 
 
Figure 9 Distribution of total scores on standards for services that received an overall 
rating of Meeting National Quality Standard 
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Differences in Quality Areas 
To determine differences in ratings in quality areas, a total quality area score was calculated 
by first assigning scores of 1 for a rating of Significant Improvement Required, 2 for a rating 
of Working Towards National Quality Standard, 3 for a rating of Meeting National Quality 
Standard and 4 for a rating of Exceeding National Quality Standard, then summing these 
scores across all seven quality areas.  The maximum total standard score is 28; the minimum, 
7.  For a service to receive an overall rating of Meeting or Exceeding National Quality 
Standard, it must receive a minimum rating of Meeting National Quality Standard in each of 
the seven quality areas, so the minimum score for services at that rating is 21. 
Services rated Working Towards National Quality Standard had a mean quality area score of 
17.9.  The highest score was 25, indicating that this service had been rated at Exceeding 
National Quality Standard on a number of standards.  The distribution of these scores is 
shown in Figure 10.  For services rated at Meeting National Quality Standard, the distribution 
is shown in Figure 11.  The distribution of scores for services rated at Working Towards 
National Quality Standard has modal score of 18.  The distribution of quality area scores for 
services at Meeting National Quality Standard is generally flat.  Both groups have a 
maximum score of 25. 
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Figure 10 Distribution of total scores on quality areas for services that received an 
overall rating below Meeting National Quality Standard 
 
Figure 11 Distribution of total scores on quality areas for services that received an 
overall rating of Meeting National Quality Standard 
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Services rated at Meeting or Exceeding National Quality Standard 
Among the 491 services that were assessed and rated during the evaluation period, 102 
services, or 21 per cent of services rated, were given an overall rating of Meeting National 
Quality Standard, comprising 51 Long Day Care services (23% of this service type), 33 
Preschool/Kindergarten services (24% of this service type), 12 Outside School Hours Care 
services (15% of this service type) and 6 Family Day Care services (12% of this service type); 
and 131 (27%) were given an overall rating of Exceeding National Quality Standard, 
comprising 39 Long Day Care services (17% of this service type), 69 Preschool/Kindergarten 
services (50% of this service type), 10 Outside School Hours Care services (12% of this 
service type) and 13 Family Day Care services (27% of this service type).  This section 
presents the major differences between these services rated at Meeting National Quality 
Standard and those rated at Exceeding National Quality Standard.  Differences are discussed 
at the levels of standards and quality areas only, as services must have met all elements to 
receive a rating of either Meeting or Exceeding National Quality Standard. 
Differences on Standards 
Services that received an overall rating of Meeting National Quality Standard had a mean 
standard score of 59.0, compared to the mean of 67.9 for services rated at Exceeding National 
Quality Standard.  This suggests that, on average, services rated at Meeting National Quality 
Standard received ratings of Exceeding National Quality Standard on five standards and 
Meeting National Quality Standard on the remaining 13 standards.  By comparison, services 
rated at Exceeding National Quality Standard received ratings of Exceeding National Quality 
Standard on five standards 14 of the 18 standards. 
The distributions of total standard scores are shown in Figure 12 for services rated at Meeting 
National Quality Standard and in Figure 13 for those rated at Exceeding National Quality 
Standard.  There is some overlap between total scores of 62 and 66.  In both figures, there 
appears to be an anomalous service—at a total score of 52 in Figure 12 and a score of 54 in 
Figure 13. 
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Figure 12 Distribution of total scores on standards for services that received an overall 
rating of Meeting National Quality Standard 
 
Figure 13 Distribution of total scores on standards for services that received an overall 
rating of Exceeding National Quality Standard 
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Differences in Quality Areas 
Services that received an overall rating of Meeting National Quality Standard had a mean 
quality area score of 22.6, compared to the mean of 26.7 for services rated at Exceeding 
National Quality Standard.  This suggests that, on average, services rated at Meeting National 
Quality Standard received ratings of Exceeding National Quality Standard in between one and 
two quality areas and Meeting National Quality Standard in the remaining five or six quality 
areas.  By comparison, services rated at Exceeding National Quality Standard received ratings 
of Exceeding National Quality Standard in between four and five of the seven quality areas. 
The distributions of total quality area scores are shown in Figure 14 for services rated at 
Meeting National Quality Standard and in Figure 15 for those rated at Exceeding National 
Quality Standard.  There is overlap at total scores of 25, suggesting that the four services that 
Meeting National Quality Standard received ratings of Exceeding National Quality Standard 
in four quality areas, but that these four areas did not include two of the four required to 
receive an overall rating of Exceeding National Quality Standard.  In Figure 15, there appears 
to be an anomalous service with a total score of 21. 
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Figure 14 Distribution of total scores on quality areas for services that received an 
overall rating of Meeting National Quality Standard 
 
Figure 15 Distribution of total scores on quality areas for services that received an 
overall rating of Exceeding National Quality Standard 
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Summary 
This section examined differences in ratings between services that were rated below the level 
of Meeting National Quality Standard and those rated at Meeting National Quality Standard, 
and between services rated at Meeting National Quality Standard and those rated at 
Exceeding National Quality Standard.  Scores were assigned, based on ratings received on 
each of the standards and each of the quality areas. 
For the first comparison, the effect of missing one element—which therefore results in a 
rating below Meeting National Quality Standard—is readily apparent.  In this case, services 
may have been rated at Exceeding National Quality Standard in a number of standards or 
quality areas, so their standard scores or quality area scores may be similar to such scores for 
services rated at Meeting National Quality Standard.  Nevertheless, services rated below 
Meeting National Quality Standard did have a lower mean on both the standard score and the 
quality area score than did services rated at Meeting National Quality Standard. 
For the second comparison, there are clear differences on standard scores and quality area 
scores between services rated at Meeting National Quality Standard and those rated at 
Exceeding National Quality Standard, although there is no single quality area or standard that 
may explain the difference. 
Elements least frequently met by services that were rated below Meeting National Quality 
Standard were Elements 1.2.3, 1.2.1, 3.3.1 and 3.3.2.  Five of these services had met 57 of 58 
elements; of these, two services did not meet Element 4.1.1 and among the other three 
services Elements 5.2.3, 7.1.4 and 7.3.3 were not met.  Among the 26 services that missed on 
only two elements, missed elements were mostly in Quality Area 5. 
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CHANGES IN ELEMENTS BETWEEN THE PROVISIONAL 
REPORT AND THE FINAL REPORT 
This section looks at the elements that were changed between the time the provisional report 
was sent to services and the time the final report was issued by the regulatory authority.  In 
total, 667 assessments of elements were changed, with 516 (77%) of the changes from ‘Not 
met’ to ‘Met’ and 151 (23%) from ‘Met’ to ‘Not met’.  Only a few of the changes in elements 
resulted in a change of a service’s overall rating.  Information on changes to elements is 
provided in Table 6. 
Changes to the provisional rating occurred most frequently among Elements 2.3.2, 2.3.3 and 
2.3.4, all of which relate to child protection.  For these three elements, there were 32, 38 and 
29 changes, respectively, from ‘Not met’ to ‘Met’, representing close to one-half of services 
that were provisionally assessed as not meeting those elements.  Elements 3.3.1 and 3.3.2, the 
two elements relating to sustainable practice and environmental responsibility, had 30 and 26 
changes, respectively, from ‘Not met’ to ‘Met’, although both elements were among those 
most frequently assessed as ‘Not met’. 
One element—Element 6.2.2—had more changes from ‘Met’ to ‘Not met’ than all others.  
This element also had more than one-third of services changed from ‘Not met’ to ‘Met’. 
There was no change from ‘Not met’ for three elements (Elements 2.1.2, 4.2.1 and 4.2.2), and 
no change from ‘Met’ for five elements (Elements 1.1.4, 1.1.6, 4.1.1, 6.1.3 and 6.3.1). 
Table 6 Elements with assessments that changed between the provisional and final 
reports 















to	  Not	  met	  
(n)	  
Changed	  	  
to	  Not	  met	  
(%)	  
Element	  1.1.1	   123	   12	   9.8	   368	   3	   0.8	  
Element	  1.1.2	   118	   8	   6.8	   373	   3	   0.8	  
Element	  1.1.3	   125	   10	   8.0	   366	   3	   0.8	  
Element	  1.1.4	   94	   11	   11.7	   397	   0	   0.0	  
Element	  1.1.5	   55	   5	   9.1	   436	   2	   0.5	  
Element	  1.1.6	   90	   6	   6.7	   401	   0	   0.0	  
Element	  1.2.1	   169	   13	   7.7	   322	   6	   1.9	  
Element	  1.2.2	   116	   9	   7.8	   375	   2	   0.5	  
Element	  1.2.3	   175	   13	   7.4	   316	   7	   2.2	  
Element	  2.1.1	   27	   6	   22.2	   464	   1	   0.2	  
Element	  2.1.2	   46	   0	   0.0	   445	   2	   0.4	  
Element	  2.1.3	   47	   5	   10.6	   444	   2	   0.5	  
Element	  2.1.4	   18	   2	   11.1	   472	   1	   0.2	  
Element	  2.2.1	   53	   4	   7.5	   438	   3	   0.7	  
Element	  2.2.2	   47	   5	   10.6	   444	   1	   0.2	  
Element	  2.3.1	   40	   2	   5.0	   451	   1	   0.2	  
Element	  2.3.2	   69	   32	   46.4	   422	   2	   0.5	  
Element	  2.3.3	   74	   38	   51.4	   417	   2	   0.5	  
Element	  2.3.4	   57	   29	   50.9	   434	   1	   0.2	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to	  Not	  met	  
(n)	  
Changed	  	  
to	  Not	  met	  
(%)	  
Element	  3.1.1	   39	   18	   46.2	   452	   2	   0.4	  
Element	  3.1.2	   30	   5	   16.7	   461	   1	   0.2	  
Element	  3.1.3	   43	   7	   16.3	   447	   1	   0.2	  
Element	  3.2.1	   81	   7	   8.6	   410	   5	   1.2	  
Element	  3.2.2	   66	   5	   7.6	   425	   6	   1.4	  
Element	  3.3.1	   176	   30	   17.0	   315	   5	   1.6	  
Element	  3.3.2	   166	   26	   15.7	   325	   4	   1.2	  
Element	  4.1.1	   18	   3	   16.7	   473	   0	   0.0	  
Element	  4.2.1	   33	   0	   0.0	   458	   2	   0.4	  
Element	  4.2.2	   39	   0	   0.0	   452	   3	   0.7	  
Element	  4.2.3	   25	   2	   8.0	   466	   1	   0.2	  
Element	  5.1.1	   36	   2	   5.6	   455	   1	   0.2	  
Element	  5.1.2	   72	   7	   9.7	   419	   4	   1.0	  
Element	  5.1.3	   42	   4	   9.5	   449	   2	   0.4	  
Element	  5.2.1	   55	   6	   10.9	   436	   2	   0.5	  
Element	  5.2.2	   67	   4	   6.0	   424	   2	   0.5	  
Element	  5.2.3	   43	   4	   9.3	   448	   5	   1.1	  
Element	  6.1.1	   20	   4	   20.0	   471	   2	   0.4	  
Element	  6.1.2	   41	   7	   17.1	   450	   1	   0.2	  
Element	  6.1.3	   29	   6	   20.7	   462	   0	   0.0	  
Element	  6.2.1	   50	   19	   38.0	   441	   5	   1.1	  
Element	  6.2.2	   56	   20	   35.7	   435	   18	   4.1	  
Element	  6.3.1	   68	   12	   17.6	   423	   0	   0.0	  
Element	  6.3.2	   47	   6	   12.8	   444	   1	   0.2	  
Element	  6.3.3	   31	   4	   12.9	   460	   1	   0.2	  
Element	  6.3.4	   87	   11	   12.6	   404	   1	   0.2	  
Element	  7.1.1	   25	   7	   28.0	   466	   1	   0.2	  
Element	  7.1.2	   52	   8	   15.4	   439	   3	   0.7	  
Element	  7.1.3	   18	   3	   16.7	   473	   2	   0.4	  
Element	  7.1.4	   87	   11	   12.6	   404	   6	   1.5	  
Element	  7.1.5	   17	   7	   41.2	   474	   1	   0.2	  
Element	  7.2.1	   61	   7	   11.5	   430	   2	   0.5	  
Element	  7.2.2	   81	   11	   13.6	   410	   5	   1.2	  
Element	  7.2.3	   70	   8	   11.4	   421	   3	   0.7	  
Element	  7.3.1	   21	   5	   23.8	   470	   2	   0.4	  
Element	  7.3.2	   17	   2	   11.8	   474	   1	   0.2	  
Element	  7.3.3	   15	   6	   40.0	   476	   1	   0.2	  
Element	  7.3.4	   22	   4	   18.2	   469	   2	   0.4	  
Element	  7.3.5	   52	   8	   15.4	   439	   5	   1.1	  
Notes:	   Includes	  only	  services	  that	  were	  assessed	  in	  time	  to	  have	  data	  included	  for	  the	  current	  analysis.	  	  Services	  that	  
received	  their	  final	  reports	  after	  15	  October	  2012	  are	  not	  included.	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The changes in elements noted above did not always change the overall rating a service 
received.  This is demonstrated in Table 7, which shows how any changes in assessments on 
elements influenced the overall rating received by a service.  For example, there were 44 
services that had the assessment on one element changed from ‘Not met’ to ‘Met’; of these 44 
services, 40 retained the overall rating of Working Towards National Quality Standard, three 
had the overall rating changed to Meeting National Quality Standard and one had its overall 
rating changed to Exceeding National Quality Standard.  There were 30 services that had two 
elements changed from ‘Not met’ to ‘Met’, with nine of these services having their overall 
rating changed from Working Towards National Quality Standard to Meeting National 
Quality Standard and one to Exceeding National Quality Standard. 
Table 7 Changes in overall ratings as a result of changes in the assessment of 
elements, by number of changes for the service 
Number	  of	  elements	  
changed	  from	  







1	   Working	  Towards	  National	  Quality	  Standard	   44	   40	  
	   Meeting	  National	  Quality	  Standard	   	   3	  
	   Exceeding	  National	  Quality	  Standard	   	   1	  
2	   Working	  Towards	  National	  Quality	  Standard	   30	   20	  
	   Meeting	  National	  Quality	  Standard	   	   9	  
	   Exceeding	  National	  Quality	  Standard	   	   1	  
3	   Working	  Towards	  National	  Quality	  Standard	   17	   14	  
	   Meeting	  National	  Quality	  Standard	   	   2	  
	   Exceeding	  National	  Quality	  Standard	   	   1	  
4	   Working	  Towards	  National	  Quality	  Standard	   13	   12	  
	   Meeting	  National	  Quality	  Standard	   	   0	  
	   Exceeding	  National	  Quality	  Standard	   	   1	  
5	   Working	  Towards	  National	  Quality	  Standard	   12	   9	  
	   Meeting	  National	  Quality	  Standard	   	   3	  
	   Exceeding	  National	  Quality	  Standard	   	   0	  
Notes:	   Includes	  only	  services	  that	  were	  assessed	  in	  time	  to	  have	  data	  included	  for	  the	  current	  analysis.	  	  Services	  that	  
received	  their	  final	  reports	  after	  15	  October	  2012	  are	  not	  included.	  	  This	  table	  includes	  only	  services	  with	  elements	  
changed	  from	  ‘Not	  met’	  to	  ‘Met’	  with	  a	  resultant	  change	  in	  the	  overall	  rating.	  	  Services	  with	  6	  or	  more	  changes	  did	  
not	  have	  a	  resultant	  change	  in	  the	  overall	  rating.	  
The elements most frequently changed to result in a change in the overall rating were 
Elements 1.2.1, 1.2.2 and 1.2.3, although not always as a group; 2.3.1 and 2.3.2, more 
frequently as a group; and Elements 3.3.1, 6.3.4 and 7.2.2. 
Summary 
This section provided a brief examination of changes to elements, from ‘Not met’ to ‘Met’ or 
‘Met’ to ‘Not met’, and how those changes affected a service’s overall rating.  Of the 667 
assessments of elements that changed, 77% were from ‘Not met’ to ‘Met’.  Only a few of the 
changes in elements resulted in a change of a service’s overall rating.  Changes to the 
provisional rating occurred most frequently among Elements 2.3.2, 2.3.3 and 2.3.4, all of 
which relate to child protection, and the two elements under Standard 3.3 that relate to 
environmental sustainability. 
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ANALYSIS OF QUESTIONNAIRES 
AND FOCUS GROUP COMMENTS 
This section reports on two data collections for the evaluation: questionnaires completed by 
assessed services and authorised officers, and focus group sessions with those groups.  In 
addition, less formal discussions were held with staff from the regulatory authority of each 
jurisdiction.  Copies of the questionnaires are provided in Appendix D. 
Rationale 
Questionnaires were used to obtain comments from assessed services and authorised officers 
relating to the assessment and rating process.  These questionnaires were designed to obtain 
services’ views on the process, concentrating on whether it gave them opportunities to show 
how they demonstrate quality in their operations.  Questionnaires were also provided for 
authorised officers; these also sought respondents’ views on the assessment and rating 
process, but with a focus on difficulties in assessing services in relation to quality.  Separate 
focus group sessions with services and authorised officers, and informal discussions with 
regulatory authority representatives were used to gain further information about particular 
issues and to discuss some of the procedures relating to the training of authorised officers. 
Methodology 
Questionnaires were developed by ACER and presented to the Evaluation Steering 
Committee for comment.  After a number of small revisions, the questionnaires were 
transferred to LimeSurvey, software that allows rapid development of online surveys.  Survey 
invitations were sent in late September to each service that had received a final report and to 
each authorised officer who had completed an assessment and rating visit and had sent the 
service its final report.  The questionnaires were closed on 19 October 2012. 
Focus groups were held during September and October 2012 between ACER and a sample of 
services and ACER and a sample of authorised officers in each jurisdiction.  For all meetings, 
a set of possible questions was prepared relating to topics to be covered.  These questions 
concentrated on some of the items already asked in the online questionnaires, but allowed for 
discussions at a deeper level.  In addition, ACER met with regulatory authority staff for 
informal discussions on the process, with a focus on the training that had been held for 
authorised officers. 
The data presented here are summaries of the responses to each questionnaire item and of the 
focus group discussions.  There are three particular areas of interest: before the visit, 
including the Quality Improvement Plan and preparations for the visit; during the assessment 
and rating visit; and after the visit, including the report and ratings.  Of particular interest are 
comments that focus on individual quality areas, standards or elements.  This information is 
then compared to the results presented above to supplement the information about elements, 
standards and quality areas already provided.  Any other issues raised at the focus group 
sessions are reported below. 
Comments from Services 
Of the 491 services that were assessed and rated during the evaluation period, 361 responded 
to the online questionnaires to some extent.  Around 10 services did not respond to every 
question, but that number varies across the questionnaire items.  Overall, responses are 
available from more than 70 per cent of services. 
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Preparing for the visit 
There was overwhelming agreement that preparation of the Quality Improvement Plan (QIP) 
was valuable, because it provided services with time for reflection and planning, often done 
with the service staff and families.  In the online survey, 97 per cent of services said the 
development of the QIP was important or very important in preparing for the assessment and 
rating process, and all participants at the focus group discussions similarly agreed.  As part of 
preparing the QIP, services conduct a self-assessment.  Although services were evenly split 
on the difficulty of this part of the process, the majority agreed that identifying strengths and 
areas for improvement was easy.  Figure 16 shows how easy or difficult services found 
certain parts of the process. 
 
Figure 16 Services’ difficulty with aspects of preparing for the assessment and rating 
process 
 
Most services felt they had enough time to complete the process of preparing the QIP, but 
most also agreed that the time spent would be reduced as the process becomes more ingrained 
into services’ practices.  Two-thirds of services said they spent 50 hours or less preparing the 
QIP (see Figure 17).  Sixty per cent of services responding said that this was enough time and 
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Figure 17 Time spent by services to prepare the Quality Improvement Plan 
 
One issue raised during the focus groups was how national providers of childcare services 
manage the QIP process.  National providers have their standards, which often results in a 
standard form of the QIP: local regulatory authorities prefer to see a QIP that reflects the 
participating community, and this may not be reflected in the national approach.  Other 
services commented that there are ‘mavericks’ who are selling ‘products’ to services to assist 
in preparing the QIP.  There was some disagreement on the structure of the QIP.  Some 
services stated that they appreciated the flexibility and ‘non-rigidity’ of the template 
provided: some services believed the template was too long and too restrictive. 
Services were also evenly split on the difficulty of interpreting the NQS in preparation for the 
visit, with no significant difference by service type.  Some services found that the materials 
available on the ACECQA website were helpful, although not all services agreed.  Some 
services suggested that the training materials used by authorised officers should be made 
available to services, allowing them to understand what the authorised officers would be 
observing and how they would make their assessments and determine their ratings. 
The majority of services believed they had had good communications with the regulatory 
authority before the visit, although a small number of services felt they received inconsistent 
advice from regulatory authorities about what to include in their QIPs. 
Approximately 60 per cent of services stated that they had no problem addressing any specific 
quality area, standard or element when preparing for the assessment and rating visit.  Of the 
40 per cent of services that did cite an area, they most frequently cited Quality Area 3, 
Standard 3.3 or Elements 3.3.1 and 3.3.2; and Quality Area 1 or Elements 1.2.1 and 1.2.3.   
The visit 
Regardless of the outcome of the assessment and rating process, services were generally 
satisfied that it was conducted in an appropriate manner, that there was adequate contact with 
the regulatory authority before and during the visit, and that the process was fair.  In general, 
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90 per cent of services were satisfied with most aspects of the process, as shown in Figure 18.  
More than three-quarters of services were satisfied that they were fairly and accurately 
assessed and rated.  Nevertheless, there were some concerns expressed by services about 
procedures for the visit. 
 
Figure 18 Services’ satisfaction with aspects of the assessment and rating process 
 
The main concern expressed by services relates to how the visit is conducted: whether the 
balance of ‘observe, document, discuss’ is correct.  While services cannot compare the 
balance between visits, some have suggested that there is too little observation and others 
have suggested that there is too little discussion.  Nevertheless, when services consider the 
previous accreditation visits, they believe that the assessment and rating visits represent an 
improvement. 
Some services expressed their concern about how authorised officers account for differences 
between service types and service communities.  Some services questioned the cultural 
sensitivities of authorised officers when conducting visits, and others were concerned that 
their services’ operational issues were not fully recognised.  Even though 23 per cent of 
services stated they were not satisfied that their services were fairly and accurately assessed 
and rated, this varied by service type: more than 30 per cent of Long Day Care services were 
dissatisfied, more than 20 per cent of Family Day Care services were dissatisfied, and around 
16 per cent of Preschools and Outside School Hours Care services were dissatisfied. 
Approximately 21 per cent of services cited at least one quality area, standard or element 
against which they believe they were not fairly assessed.  No individual quality area, standard 
or element was particularly problematic in this regard. 
The report and ratings 
The most common comment from services regarding the report relates to the amount of time 
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services were positive about the report itself, saying it was an extremely comprehensive 
report on the service’s practices.  Some services were concerned, however, that the report did 
not provide enough information about how a service could improve its practices, particularly 
for those services rated at Meeting National Quality Standard or Exceeding National Quality 
Standard.  This relates to another comment: that the assessment and rating process appears to 
preclude the advisory role that authorised officers had before the NQF. 
Services stated they were confused about what can be done after the visit.  They found it was 
not possible to present further evidence to authorised officers once the officers had completed 
the visit, and they were concerned that any further conversation with authorised officers was 
to be in writing.  In some jurisdictions, it was stated that telephone contact was rejected, with 
authorised officers insisting on written communication only.  Once the draft report was 
provided, services were unaware of the procedures.  Could further evidence be presented at 
this time? 
Overall, there was general satisfaction with the draft and final reports and the opportunity to 
provide feedback after the draft report was received.  More than three-quarters of services 
stated that they were satisfied with opportunities for minor adjustments, that feedback on the 
draft was considered, that the draft reflected service practices and with their final ratings (see 
Figure 19).  Services stated that as a result of the process, they will concentrate more on 
Quality Area 1 and its component standards and elements in preparing their next QIP and for 
their next assessment and rating visit. 
 
Figure 19 Services’ satisfaction with draft and final reports 
 
Services may have expressed an overall satisfaction with their ratings, but there were some 
issues that remain unresolved, although these may be issues of perception rather than reality. 
• Services are not convinced that there is consistency across the process, among 
authorised officers, jurisdictions or service types. 
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• Outside School Hours Care services stated that they did not have as much time to 
engage with their learning framework document, My Time, Our Place, as other 
services did with Belonging, Being and Becoming. 
• Services are unclear about differences between ratings of Meeting National Quality 
Standard and Exceeding National Quality Standard, stating that the descriptors do not 
provide enough information about the distinction. 
• There are inconsistencies between local requirements and national requirements, in 
which some jurisdictional professional development courses do not meet always 
ACECQA requirements.  In jurisdictions with childcare services located within 
schools, there are differences between education department practices and NQF 
practices that offer conflicting requirements. 
Nevertheless, 81 per cent of services responding to the online survey said that their 
experience of the assessment and rating process was positive, with more than one-third of 
these services calling it ‘very positive’.  Long Day Care services less frequently said they 
were positive about the process than did other service types.  Outside School Hours Care 
services were most positive about the process.  All eight services that were ‘very negative’ 
about the process had received an overall rating of Working Towards National Quality 
Standard.  The following comment from one service sums up the positive and negative 
feelings of the process, bearing in mind that 81 per cent of services said the experience was a 
positive one. 
I found the entire process stressful but worthwhile. It made us consider our service 
and where our strengths and weaknesses are as well as plan for improvement of those 
areas that are weaknesses. (Outside School Hours Care service) 
Negative comments about the process tend to be related to comparisons with the previous 
NCAC assessment system, especially from services rated at Working Towards National 
Quality Standard in the new system and at Excellent in the old. 
Comments from Authorised Officers 
Responses were received from 256 authorised officers who had conducted assessment and 
rating visits during the evaluation period.  Respondents represented more than 90 per cent of 
authorised officer invited to participate in the survey. 
Preparing for the visit 
Training of authorised officers was based on training conducted by Professor Collette Tayler 
of the University of Melbourne.  Each jurisdiction sent lead assessors to Melbourne for 
training; they, in turn, were responsible for training authorised officers in their jurisdictions.  
For the smaller jurisdictions, this means that the lead assessors directly trained all authorised 
officers.  For the larger jurisdictions, the lead assessors trained regional lead assessors, who in 
turn trained authorised officers.  Professor Tayler conducted the training of all authorised 
officers in a number of jurisdictions. 
Authorised officers found some parts of the training more useful than other parts.  In 
particular, they found the opportunity to practise their observations skills using a DVD—
which allowed for common understandings of observations—the most useful, with two-thirds 
of authorised officers citing this aspect.  The second most frequently cited benefit of the 
training was learning how to use the Instrument to assess and rate services.  All authorised 
officers’ responses are presented in Figure 20.  Authorised officers were concerned, however, 
that the training did not include report writing, especially in regard to Quality Areas 2, 3, 4, 6 
and 7. 
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Figure 20 Authorised officers’ perceptions of useful aspects of their training 
 
Authorised officers found services’ use of the QIP erratic.  For some services the QIP as 
presented appeared to be a useful document; for others, it appeared as a meaningless 
document.  Some of this related to services that are part of national childcare providers, and 
the lack of local content in the QIP.  Authorised officers were also concerned that some 
services would focus on only their weaknesses in the QIP, rather than including their 
strengths. 
Regardless of what authorised officers felt was missing from their training, most felt 
confident in their ability to use the Instrument and to conduct an assessment and rating visit.  
Figure 21 shows the responses given by authorised officers to questions about their 
confidence in aspects of the assessment and rating process, particularly how confident they 
felt they were to undertake visits and use the Instrument after the training, and how confident 
they were after having conducted a number of visits.  The top bar shows that 71 per cent of 
authorised officers agreed they were confident in using the instrument after the training; the 
bottom bar shows that 76 per cent agreed they were confident using the Instrument after 
having conducted a number of assessment and rating visits. 
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Even though authorised officers found the observation practice and learning the Instrument 
the most useful activities of their training, and they were confident in their ability to conduct 
the visits, they did have some concerns about the visits.  Only one-half of authorised officers 
believed that there was enough time during the visit to observe and collect documentation.  
Officers were also unsure about how to deal with different types of ‘evidence’: Is observation 
more important than what is stated in the service’s documentation?  Can documentation 
provided after the visit be considered? 
Overall, there was a mixed response to the question of whether the minimum recommended 
times for a visit allowed authorised officers enough time to make a fair assessment of the 
service.  That overall response was mixed because of the different service types, as shown in 
Figure 22.  Around one-half of officers believed the times were ‘about right’ for Outside 
School Hours Care and Family Day Care services, but fewer than half of the officers believed 
there was enough time for visits to Long Day Care services or Preschools and Kindergartens. 
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Figure 22 Authorised officers’ perceptions about minimum recommended times for 
assessment and rating visits 
 
The report and ratings 
At this time, there is still concern among authorised officers over the reporting process.  
Compared to the 94 per cent of officers who said they were confident about conducting 
discussions with services during the visit as part of evidence-gathering and the 81 per cent 
who were confident about their ability rate services against the NQS, 52 per cent said they 
were confident in their ability to prepare the draft reports to go to services (see Figure 23).  
Authorised officers suggested that more training be conducted in report writing, particularly 
in ensuring a consistent approach.  Some quality areas, such as Quality Area 6, appear to be 
more difficult to discuss in the reports. 
The major issue relating to reports among authorised officers is related to consistency.  Some 
jurisdictions use regional office and head office staff to ‘moderate’ reports, ensuring that there 
is some consistency to the language used and in the relationship between evidence and 
ratings, especially when determining if an element has been met.  Some jurisdictions provide 
authorised officers with ‘stems’ to begin their comments for each section of the report; this is 
acceptable to some authorised officers, but not to all.  Officers are mixed on whether a 
standard format allows them to relate to services the strengths and weaknesses found during 
the assessment and rating visit.  While some of these issues relate to the earlier reports 
completed by authorised officers, the concern remains. 
Overwhelmingly (98%), authorised officers stated that the time taken to complete both the 
draft and final reports was longer than initially expected. 
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Figure 23 Authorised officers’ confidence in aspects of the review and rating process 
 
Authorised officers reported problems with some of the quality areas, standards and elements 
when deciding on ratings to give services.  Forty per cent of officers identified at least one 
area in which they had difficulty determining a rating because of the wording of the item.  
They identified Element 3.3.1 as the most difficult element to assess, particularly because of 
the word ‘embedded’ to describe sustainability practices at a service.  Quality Area 1 was the 
most difficult quality area for determining a rating, with concerns about how it is 
implemented in the different service types.  The word ‘maximise’ in Element 1.1.3 was a 
concern for determining whether a service had met that element.  Other elements within 
Quality Area 1 were cited as particularly problematic, including Elements 1.1.1 and 1.2.3.  
There was also confusion about overlaps and repetition across elements.  In this regard, 
authorised officers cited Standards 3.1, 6.1 and 6.2.  Officers also reported issues with 
determining when there is enough evidence relating to elements that use the term ‘every 
child’ or ‘each child’. 
More than 80 per cent of authorised officers who responded to the survey stated that they had 
no difficulty collecting adequate evidence to assign a rating for a quality area, standard or 
element.  Elements 3.3.1 and 5.2.3 were cited most often, but by fewer than 20 per cent of 
officers who identified any one item. 
Authorised officers found that determining whether a service met an element was the most 
difficult part of assigning ratings.  There was an even split between ‘easy’ and ‘difficult’ in 
the responses on elements, and as the level of the ratings increased to standards, quality areas 
and overall the difficulty of assigning a rating decreased, as shown in Figure 24.  It is 
surprising that authorised officers should have expressed any difficulty in assigning a rating to 
a quality area or overall, as the NQS states the requirements for assigning ratings at each of 
these levels.  It is likely that these concerns relate to specific service types, rather than the 
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Figure 24 Authorised officers’ degree of difficulty of determining a rating at each level 
of the NQS 
 
Moving on to standards was less difficult, but there were issues about when to assign a rating 
of Exceeding National Quality Standard.  There is no information at the element level to 
determine whether a service is operating exceedingly well, so determining from evidence 
what constitutes ‘exceeding’ is not as well defined for all standards, particularly when 
authorised officers are concerned about providing evidence for their decisions. 
Some of the concerns of authorised officers about assigning ratings relate to issues identified 
during the focus group discussions.  They stated that they were unsure about assigning a 
rating to a Family Day Care service, for example, when only one educator in the scheme did 
not meet some elements.  The NQS requires that such a scheme receive a rating of Working 
Towards National Quality Standard on that particular standard, which results in a rating of 
Working Towards National Quality Standard on the related quality area, which results in an 
overall rating of Working Towards National Quality Standard for the scheme. 
Although authorised officers are confident in their ability to assess and rate services, they 
believe more support is required.  The areas in which they believe they need additional 
support include report writing (including viewing examples of reports), networking with other 
authorised officers and ensuring consistency within their jurisdictions.  More than one-half of 
authorised officers noted there needs to be improved documentation.  Their preferences are 
shown in Figure 25. 
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Figure 25 Authorised officers’ preferences for additional support as part of the 
assessment and rating process 
 
Summary 
This section focussed on qualitative comments about the assessment and rating process from 
services and authorised officers, collected through online questionnaires and focus group 
discussions.  There was almost unanimous agreement that the development of the Quality 
Improvement Plan was a valuable exercise, even though not all services saw how it was used 
as part of the assessment and rating visit and not all authorised officers felt that services were 
using the QIP to attain the maximum benefit.  There were some minor issues with the 
structure and format of the QIP, but overall services and authorised officers believe it is an 
extremely valuable part of the quality process.  Other issues, relating to how QIPs are 
prepared by services that are managed by a national provider, may need to be resolved.  When 
preparing the QIP, services most frequently cited elements under Standards 3.3 and 1.2 as 
difficult to address. 
Most authorised officers felt prepared for the process, although there is still need for more 
training.  The major area of concern is the reporting process, especially in writing reports.  
While they do not particularly care for a tightly structured report template, as they prefer to 
offer localised comments, they do want more information about what should be in the reports 
and what specific language should be used.  Some of this has come about through the practice 
of moderation used in most jurisdictions, but some authorised officers are not comfortable 
with changes made by head office, mainly because they have not been told why some of the 
changes were made. 
Authorised officers also feel they need more training and support to make better assessments 
in a number of areas, particularly those relating to Standard 3.3, Quality Area 1 and Element 
5.2.3.  They believe that the descriptors used in the Instrument and in various guides do not 
provide enough information on how to determine whether a service has met the element, or 
how to determine the difference between Meeting National Quality Standard and Exceeding 
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ANALYSIS OF AUTHORISED OFFICERS’ REPORTS 
Supplementary to the quantitative analysis of the ratings awarded, an analysis was done of the 
comments that Authorised Officers provided to services as part of the reports. These 
comments play a crucial role in the framework. Fairness demands that high-stakes decisions, 
such as ratings awarded to services, with significant educational, personal and commercial 
consequences, should be not only well-founded but convincingly explained. Furthermore, the 
validity and reliability of any standards-based system of assessment depends on the consistent 
interpretation of the words in the standards, and the application of these interpretations to the 
work (or in this case the service) being assessed. Finally, a framework that is designed not 
just to accurately describe the current standards of services but also to contribute to the 
continuing achievement of higher standards requires high-quality feedback from the assessors 
to the services. The comments, then, function not only as information but also as a kind of 
quality assurance. 
The present analysis is both descriptive and evaluative. It describes certain surface features of 
the comments – the number of words used for each standard, the style of writing, and the 
structure of the comments – as well as evaluating the apparent quality of the comments in 
terms of evidence, plausibility, coherence and professional tone.  
Methodology 
The analysis uses a sample of 50 reports drawn from all jurisdictions and representing all 
service types and all overall ratings. As far as it was achievable, each jurisdiction's 
contribution also contained reports from all service types and all overall ratings. Table 8 
provides details of the sample. 
Table 8 Sample distribution of authorised officers’ reports, by jurisdiction and 
service type, and by jurisdiction and overall rating 
	  
NSW	   VIC	   QLD	   SA	   WA	   TAS	   NT	   ACT	   Total	  
Service	  type	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
Long	  Day	  Care	   1	   4	   3	   3	   2	   2	   3	   3	   21	  
Preschool/Kindergarten	   5	   2	   3	   2	   0	   0	   0	   2	   14	  
Outside	  School	  Hours	   0	   3	   3	   3	   0	   1	   0	   0	   10	  
	  Family	  Day	  Care	   2	   1	   2	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   5	  
Overall	  rating	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
Significant	  Improvement	  
Required	  
0	   0	   0	   1	   0	   0	   0	   0	   1	  
Working	  Towards	  
National	  Quality	  Standard	  
2	   3	   4	   2	   1	   2	   1	   3	   18	  
Meeting	  National	  Quality	  
Standard	  
2	   4	   4	   2	   0	   1	   2	   1	   16	  
Exceeding	  National	  
Quality	  Standard	  
4	   3	   3	   3	   1	   0	   0	   1	   15	  
All	  services	   8	   10	   11	   8	   2	   3	   3	   5	   50	  
	  
The numbers of words used in the comments at the standard level have been counted, and 
then aggregated to arrive at word counts at the quality area and overall level as well. Word 
counts at the element level have not been conducted: the number of such counts was 
prohibitive; in addition, in many reports the comments are not broken down into element-
level segments. Word counts have the potential to point to standards or quality areas where 
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Authorised Officers find extended elaboration either essential or dispensable, or perhaps 
either easy or difficult.  
All comments in QA1 (Educational program and practice) and QA5 (Relationships with 
children) have been coded in NVivo. The rationale for selecting these quality areas is that 
they encompass to the greatest extent the new dimensions of the framework and might 
therefore be expected to prove the most challenging. Focussing on these quality areas was 
intended to maximise the chance of encountering problems. 
Comments were coded, where possible, at the element level. Difficulties inherent in this 
decision, and difficulties that would have been inherent in the alternative (to code comments 
at the standard level), as well as the implications of this situation for the process itself, are 
discussed at length below.  
The features of the comments (whether explicitly or discernibly at the element level) that 
were coded in NVivo are as follows: 
• report style 
o paragraphs 
o dot points 
• comments explicitly at element level 
• advice given 
• implausibility of the rating/comments 









Comments coded as being in dot-point form may well have been written in fully developed 
sentences, even paragraphs. The intent of distinguishing on the basis of dot points was to 
investigate whether a decision about report style might lead to greater or less 
comprehensiveness, coherence or clarity. 
Recording whether or not the comments were written explicitly at the element level was 
likewise intended to open the possibility of investigating whether one approach or the other 
could be associated with more substantive dimensions of the reports, such as providing an 
identifiable explanation of every rating decision, or attaining a higher level of coherence. 
Although some kind of advice will generally be implicit in  explanations of a rating (‘You 
were rated at Not Met because of X’ implies ‘Do something about X’), giving advice on how 
to improve is not the essential purpose of the comments. Extensive, explicit advising might 
indicate comments that were tending away from their intended purpose. 
‘Implausibility’ refers to an apparent contradiction between the comments and the rating. An 
insufficiency of evidence, a total lack of evidence, or the offering of irrelevant evidence, does 
not constitute implausibility. These were coded separately, along with the providing of 
sufficient evidence. 
The tone of the writing was coded according to its being positive, negative or neutral. A 
professional tone will be capable of expressing good things without being fulsome, and bad 
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things without being hectoring or admonitory. ‘Neutral’, then, is taken to indicate a 
professional tone. 
As a starting point, the desired constellation of attributes would be: plausible comments for 
the rating awarded, containing sufficient evidence, not dominated by advice, and delivered in 
a neutral tone. Whether a particular report style or the explicit linking of comments to 
elements is part of this desirable constellation of attributes is not a foregone conclusion but 
may become apparent through the analysis. 
The questions that this analysis might answer include these: 
• Are Authorised Officers writing quality, professional comments? 
• Do the comments in reports seem to be contributing to a valid assessment 
process? 
• Can Authorised Officers supply sufficient evidence to support the  ratings 
they award? (Note that this is not the same question as, 'Are Authorised 
Officers making the right decisions?') 
• Do some standards or quality areas require (or at least attract) more extensive 
comments than others? 
• Are Authorised Officers adopting a consistent approach to report writing? 
(This does not necessarily imply that a consistent approach is required.) 
• Do some approaches to report writing seem to produce higher quality reports 
(for example, clearer statements, more coherent prose, better supported 
decisions)? 
• Do the answers to the questions above have implications for training of 
Authorised Officers or for the format of the report template? 
Limitations 
While the sample represents a wide range of combinations of the variables jurisdiction, 
service type and overall rating, it is not large enough to enable sustainable analyses of 
interrelationships between these variables.  
While all comments are included in the word counts, only selections of the comments (all 
comments in QA1 and QA2) are included in the verbal analysis.  
The quality of the comments has been evaluated without any external reference to the services 
themselves. The accuracy of the comments, then, cannot be evaluated. What can be 
considered is the adequacy of the evidence in the comments to sustain the ratings. It is 
possible that a report’s comments may seriously misrepresent the reality of a service. The 
present analysis has no grounds for attempting to identify any such cases. Internal coherence 
and adequacy are the focus of the evaluation, not external correlations with reality. Where a 
rating is considered ‘implausible’, this implies that either the comments or the ratings (or 
both) are flawed. No more than that can be inferred. 
This study describes some features of the comments that are salient to a wider consideration 




The most obvious thing to say about the word lengths of the reports is probably the most 
important: the reports are extensive: long enough to make quite detailed commentary and 
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quite elaborate explanations possible. Figure 26 shows that the total word counts of the 
comments in the sampled reports range from about 2800 to about 14 500 words. (Note these 
word counts are of the comments themselves and do not include the words of the template.) 
 
Figure 26 Total word counts of comments 
 
There is a considerable range of lengths, as would be expected from a number of authorised 
officers reporting on a diverse range of services. But 4000 words seems generally to be both 
about the minimum length and the most common length.  
A quick indication of the effect of word length can be given by quoting a complete account of 
one standard from the shortest report in the sample – a 289-word account of standard 1.1 
(which comprises 6 elements). This is also the shortest set of comments for 1.1 in the sample. 
My Time, Our Place: Framework for School Age Care in Australia guides the 
development of the curriculum. The service displays two programs for children, one for 
the group and one with experiences planned for individual focus children. Some 
evaluative notes were recorded straight onto the program, enabling families direct 
access.  
As well as the written program there is documentation available for families about each 
child’s participation and progress. Educators have created ‘portfolios’ for individual 
children. Children and educators contribute to the portfolios. Families are able to access 
the portfolios at any time. Information about each child is being collected via an ‘About 
You’ sheet.  
Learning stories are displayed around the room and are filed in individual portfolios. 
Each learning story is linked to the My Time, Our Place- Framework for School Age 
Care in Australia outcomes. The learning story contains detail of what occurred, an 
analysis of learning and extension. Families have been advised via the newsletter that 
educators are collecting observations of children, creating learning stories, collecting 
photographs and developing portfolios for each child.  
Children initiate experiences and their play ideas are extended by educators by 
















Evaluation	  of	  the	  NQS	  Assessment	  and	  Rating	  Process	   51	  
vacation care ideas via a large piece of paper displayed seeking contributions in the 
play area.  
Every child is consistently supported to engage in the program. Additional funding has 
been sought for extra staffing and specialised equipment. The service has developed a 
Sensory Room so that children can self regulate and retreat to a quieter area as needed. 
This room is open all day for children to access. The service has contributed 
information about the Sensory Room to the Educators’ Guide to the Framework for 
School Age Care in Australia. 
While this does not include great detail or elaboration, it seems sufficient—at least in terms of 
space—to make telling points about the service’s achievements in relation to the standard.  
It would be a reasonable expectation that some standards would require more elaborate 
explanations than others.  Figure 27 shows the average word count per standard. It seems 
reasonable, for example, that Standard 1.1 (‘An approved learning framework informs the 
development of a curriculum that enhances each child’s learning and development’) would 
require much more space than Standard 4.1 (‘Staffing arrangements enhance children’s 
learning and development and ensure their safety and wellbeing’). 
 
Figure 27 Average word count per standard 
 
Figure 28 shows the average word count per quality area. Again, the greater length of quality 
areas 1 (Educational program and practice) and 2 (Children’s health and safety) does not 
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Figure 28 Average word count per quality area 
 
Figure 5 shows the average word count for comments in a service’s report, by overall rating 
of the service.  Only one service in the sample received an rating of Significant Improvement 
Required.  Disregarding that single instance, it can be seen that the higher the rating, the 
greater the word count. It may be that higher-performing services have more things going on 
that demand to be taken into account; but it may also be that Authorised Officers are keen to 
‘celebrate’ good practice when they find it. In effect, this means that the services that 
probably most need to see their practice through the expert eyes of an assessor, and to reflect 
on what the assessor has observed, are receiving less feedback than the services that probably 
need it less. 
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The word counts of the sample of reports suggest that the reports are long enough to allow for 
adequate treatment of a service’s performance against the standards, and that the relative 
space allocated by authorised officers to particular standards and quality areas is a reasonable 
reflection of the nature of the framework. However, the more lengthy discussions of higher 
performing services may reflect the approbation of the authorised officers rather than the 
needs of the services themselves. 
The nature of the comments, Quality Areas 1 and 5 
The comments for Quality Areas 1 and 5 were coded in NVivo, as described in the 
‘Methodology’ section above. The unit for coding was the comments relating to each element, 
rather than the alternative possibility, the comments relating to each standard. This approach 
allowed a closer focus on the sufficiency of the evidence presented. Authorised Officers were 
divided (generally but not exclusively) along jurisdiction lines on whether to adopt the 
element or the standards approach. Where the standards approach was used, the link between 
comments and elements was usually direct and clear: in effect, the structure of the comments 
followed the order of the elements, which were treated discretely, and the main difference 
between these reports and those that followed the element approach was simply the lack of 
explicit element labels. In some instances the link between comments and elements was not 
direct and clear. Potentially, such an approach could result in a coherent discussion of the 
standard itself, without being restricted to a sequential discussion of the component elements. 
In practice, however, comments without apparent element-links tended towards either 
incoherence or incompleteness: some elements of the standard were on occasions not dealt 
with in these comments at all. In nearly all cases, however, coding of element-level comments 
was possible with careful attention, whether the element links were explicit or not. This need 
for some unravelling of the text of the standards-based comments raises the question of which 
format provides the most readily comprehended information to the services.  
As stated above, the desired constellation of attributes for comments was taken to be: 
plausible comments for the rating awarded, containing sufficient evidence, not dominated by 
advice, and delivered in a neutral, professional tone.  Table 9 shows the percentage of 
comments coded for these attributes. 
Table 9 Percentage of comments at element level exhibiting particular attributes 











1.1.1	   95	   98	   95	   0	   40	   9	   60	  
1.1.2	   95	   91	   95	   2	   45	   7	   55	  
1.1.3	   93	   93	   93	   0	   40	   10	   62	  
1.1.4	   95	   95	   95	   0	   12	   10	   80	  
1.1.5	   92	   92	   95	   0	   42	   8	   58	  
1.1.6	   95	   92	   87	   0	   26	   13	   66	  
1.2.1	   97	   94	   94	   3	   9	   0	   91	  
1.2.2	   94	   97	   94	   3	   18	   0	   82	  
1.2.3	   97	   94	   97	   0	   28	   0	   75	  
5.1.1	   100	   100	   100	   3	   18	   0	   84	  
5.1.2	   100	   100	   100	   3	   29	   0	   79	  
5.1.3	   97	   100	   100	   3	   26	   0	   82	  
5.2.1	   100	   97	   97	   0	   24	   5	   76	  
5.2.2	   100	   97	   100	   0	   41	   5	   59	  
5.2.3	   100	   97	   95	   0	   51	   5	   51	  
	  
54	   	  
The first three attributes – lack of advice, plausibility of comments, and neutrality of tone – 
were very commonly present in the comments for quality areas 1 and 5. Very rarely present 
was evidence that was irrelevant to the element being rated. This indicates strongly that the 
Authorised Officers understood the nature of the task and were most unlikely to offer 
comments that were inconsistent with the relevant rating. If they had offered implausible 
explanations of the ratings more often than very rarely, or if they had supported a rating with 
evidence that was irrelevant to it, it could have indicated a level of misunderstanding of the 
framework that would have cast serious doubt on the validity and reliability of the process. If 
they had completed reports that were inconsistent with the expectations of the framework, it 
could have raised doubts about the viability of the process. Neither of these possibilities is 
supported by the analysis. 
It is in the area of sufficiency of the evidence presented that concerns may be raised. In a 
small number of elements, most notably 1.1.2 and 5.2.3, the proportion of comments that 
offered sufficient evidence was hardly over half. In all but one element (1.2.1), the proportion 
of comments that offered sufficient evidence was under 90 per cent.  
The relatively rare instances where no evidence was offered fell into two main types: those 
where a general statement from an element’s descriptor was simply repeated or paraphrased 
without specific information to support it, and those where the element appeared to ‘go 
missing’ in comments that were standards-based rather than directly linked to particular 
elements.  
The major issue with the evidence in the comments, then, was that there was frequently 
simply not enough of it to make the rating seem convincing. A single instance of, for 
example, an educator maintaining the dignity and rights a child (element 5.2.3) is not 
sufficient to match the Meeting descriptor (‘The dignity and rights of every child are 
maintained at all times’). In fact, it would not in itself establish even the Working Towards 
descriptor (‘The service is working towards ensuring the dignity and rights of every child are 
maintained at all times...’). An example would be as follows: ‘... a child who spilt paint on the 
floor during play session was supported to clean the spill by an educator who fetched tissues 
and they wiped up the mess together.’ Two services could each receive a comment recording 
a single instance of maintaining a child’s dignity and rights, and one might be judged to have 
met the standard and might not. The accuracy of the two judgements is not necessarily in 
question, but only the sufficiency of the evidence for the judgements.  
Of course specific empirical evidence of each child experiencing a feature of a descriptor 
would be, if not impossible to capture and record, impracticably cumbersome to deal with. 
Instances where something less than this overwhelming evidence nevertheless provided a 
sense of conviction frequently embedded particular pieces of evidence in a background of a 
general statement, so that what might have happened only to one child was represented as an 
illustrative example rather than as a confirming proof. An example of this approach would be 
the following: 
‘Each child’s current knowledge, ideas, culture, abilities and interests are the foundation of 
the program’, in that: 
• There were numerous examples of children’s culture being reflected in program 
experiences. A significant example was an Indian boy in the Kinder room being 
supported to give a presentation at group time about his special sari. 
• Educators were aware of children’s individual interests and abilities, and adapted 
the program to meet them. For example, a photo display in the Nursery responded 
to a child's interest in animals, and a nature activity in the Toddler room 
responded to children's interest in the smell of leaves. 
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• Educators frequently used open-ended questioning to extend and sustain 
conversations initiated by children’s ideas. For example, an educator used a globe 
to extend children's conversation about zebras and where they might live.’ 
Here the interweaving of the general and the specific makes the larger claims more 
convincing. 
Comparisons of comments such as the preceding two suggest that the difference between 
sufficient and insufficient evidence may sometimes lie not in differences between what was 
actually observed but in the relative sophistication of the language that communicates what 
was observed. Provision of sufficient evidence, although not yet at the level that would be 
desired, may be improved through targeted training in the marshalling and communication of 
evidence. 
Summary 
The analysis of the comments in Quality Areas 1 and 5 suggest that authorised officers 
understood the connection between their task and the framework, and expressed their 
judgements in appropriate, professional ways. Instances of what appear to be faulty matching 
of ratings with evidence were very rare. Instances of insufficient evidence were much more 
common, but the presentation of sufficient evidence to support ratings was generally 
apparent. 
These findings must be contrasted against authorised officers’ comments that they did not yet 
feel confident in assigning ratings for some standards, including Standard 1.2, which was 
included in the analysis in this section. 
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SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION 
This evaluation of the assessment and rating process for early childhood education and care 
and school age care services had as its focus the validity and reliability of the process.  The 
NQS was designed to ensure that these childcare services meet families’ requirements for a 
set of service standards.  This evaluation concentrated on the validity and reliability of the 
assessment and rating process to determine if there is consistent adherence to the process.  In 
particular, do the items reviewed with the Assessment and Rating Instrument provide 
consistent and replicable measures?  Would the judgements made by one AO be made by 
other AOs reviewing the same service?  Does the process—including use of the Instrument—
allow distinctions between rating levels? 
Considering the logistical constraints and resources available for this evaluation, it was 
determined that the most appropriate form of validity is factorial validity, which is used to 
establish the validity of latent—or unobserved—constructs, such as ‘quality’.  Factorial 
validity focuses on whether items that constitute a sub-construct–smaller areas education and 
care services—can be distinguished from other sub-constructs and whether the sub-constructs 
contribute to the overall construct measured by the instrument.  Just as there are different 
types of validity, so too are there different types of reliability.  For the present evaluation, 
reliability was assessed by examining the internal consistency of the Instrument.  This 
included an analysis of the variation in ratings given to a service on all elements and 
standards, across the entire Instrument and within each quality area. 
To support the examination of the validity and reliability of assessments, participating 
services and authorised officers completed online questionnaires about the process and 
attended focus groups to discuss the process.  The information gained from these sources 
supplement the quantitative analyses of the ratings, providing commentary for the 
interpretation of the data analysis. 
The evaluation was undertaken by ACER, which analysed the assessment and rating data 
from both draft and final reports; managed the online surveys of services and authorised 
officers; conducted focus groups with services and authorised officers; and had discussions 
with regulatory authority staff.  It was not possible to conduct focus group sessions outside 
the capital cities, but some services and authorised officers from non-metropolitan locations 
did participate, either in person or by telephone. 
Findings 
There was an uneven distribution of results by service type.  Preschools met all elements 
more frequently than did other service types, with more than twice the rate of services being 
rated at Exceeding National Quality Standard compared to other centre-based services.  Close 
to three-quarters of Outside School Hours Care services were rated at Working Towards 
National Quality Standard, which is likely related to the timing of the introduction of the 
learning framework for that sector, My Time, Our Place.  Indeed, the weakest quality area for 
Outside School Hours Care services was Quality Area 1, which refers to a program based on 
‘an approved learning framework’. 
Throughout this evaluation, a number of quality areas, standards and elements have been cited 
in a variety of contexts.  Quality Areas 1 and 3, and Standards 1.1, 1.2 and 3.3 most 
frequently had services rated at Working Towards National Quality Standard, and the 
elements under those standards were most frequently not met.  The Rasch analysis confirmed 
the difficulty of these items, but more important is that the Rasch analysis did not find that 
these items did not fit the structure of the NQS.  Further, these tend to be the quality areas, 
standards and elements that distinguish between services rated at Working Towards National 
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Quality Standard and Meeting National Quality Standard.  In other words, although the 
elements are more difficult to meet, there is no suggestion of bias against any service type, 
jurisdiction or location, or caused by differences between authorised officers. 
Other information confirms that these quality areas, standards and elements were among the 
most difficult to assess.  Elements most frequently changed after the draft report was provided 
to services include the three under Standard 1.2 and Element 3.3.1, but also Elements 2.3.1, 
2.3.2, 6.3.4 and 7.2.2.  Comments provided by services confirmed that the quality areas, 
standards and elements found to be difficult were the more difficult ones to incorporate into 
practice, and authorised officers noted that those quality areas, standards and elements were 
more difficult to assess. 
Another aspect of the evaluation is to determine whether the distinctions between the rating 
levels—Significant Improvement Required, Working Towards National Quality Standard, 
Meeting National Quality Standard and Exceeding Towards National Quality Standard—are 
meaningful.  The analyses reported here confirm that for three of four levels this is the case; it 
is not possible to report on the rating of Significant Improvement Required, as only two 
services were given an overall rating at this level.  Analysis of the other levels, however, 
shows that the distances between these steps do suggest there are real differences in the 
services’ practices. 
Discussion 
Overall, it appears that the assessment and rating process is valid and reliable, based on the 
types of validity and reliability on which the evaluation concentrated.  Another type of 
validity, face validity, was explored through the questionnaires and focus groups, and the 
analysis of the language used in the final reports.  The information gathered from these parts 
of the evaluation indicate that face validity had shifted during the period of the evaluation.  
There has been growing confidence on the part of both services and authorised officers that 
the process can produce valid and reliable information on services; however, this may not be 
the case for services rated earlier in the period.  Authorised officers and regulatory authorities 
stated that they have improved their practices since they first began their visits, but 
acknowledge that they require further support in reporting their findings. 
Regarding the specific quality areas, standards and elements that were found to be the more 
difficult to achieve and assess, authorised officers believe that descriptors for these items do 
not provide enough guidance.  Because these are the most difficult items for a service to 
achieve and in which to be rated well, it is important that they be accurately assessed.  All of 
the available information shows that there is still concern on the part of authorised officers in 
their ability to be completely confident of their assessments on these few items. 
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A. STRUCTURE OF THE NATIONAL QUALITY STANDARD 
Summary of quality areas, standards and elements 
QA1	   Educational	  program	  and	  practice	  
1.1	   An	  approved	  learning	  framework	  informs	  the	  development	  of	  a	  curriculum	  that	  enhances	  each	  
child’s	  learning	  and	  development.	  
1.1.1	   Curriculum	  decision	  making	  contributes	  to	  each	  child’s	  learning	  and	  development	  
outcomes	  in	  relation	  to	  their	  identity,	  connection	  with	  community,	  wellbeing,	  
confidence	  as	  learners	  and	  effectiveness	  as	  communicators.	  
1.1.2	   Each	  child’s	  current	  knowledge,	  ideas,	  culture,	  abilities	  and	  interests	  are	  the	  foundation	  
of	  the	  program.	  
1.1.3	   The	  program,	  including	  routines,	  is	  organised	  in	  ways	  that	  maximise	  opportunities	  for	  
each	  child’s	  learning.	  
1.1.4	   The	  documentation	  about	  each	  child’s	  program	  and	  progress	  is	  available	  to	  families.	  
1.1.5	   Every	  child	  is	  supported	  to	  participate	  in	  the	  program.	  
1.1.6	   Each	  child’s	  agency	  is	  promoted,	  enabling	  them	  to	  make	  choices	  and	  decisions	  and	  
influence	  events	  and	  their	  world.	  
1.2	   Educators	  and	  co-­‐ordinators	  are	  focused,	  active	  and	  reflective	  in	  designing	  and	  delivering	  the	  
program	  for	  each	  child.	  
1.2.1	   Each	  child’s	  learning	  and	  development	  is	  assessed	  as	  part	  of	  an	  ongoing	  cycle	  of	  
planning,	  documenting	  and	  evaluation.	  
1.2.2	   Educators	  respond	  to	  children’s	  ideas	  and	  play	  and	  use	  intentional	  teaching	  to	  scaffold	  
and	  extend	  each	  child’s	  learning.	  
1.2.3	   Critical	  reflection	  on	  children’s	  learning	  and	  development,	  both	  as	  individuals	  and	  in	  
groups,	  is	  regularly	  used	  to	  implement	  the	  program.	  
QA2	   Children’s	  health	  and	  safety	  
2.1	   Each	  child’s	  health	  is	  promoted.	  
2.1.1	   Each	  child’s	  health	  needs	  are	  supported.	  
2.1.2	   Each	  child’s	  comfort	  is	  provided	  for	  and	  there	  are	  appropriate	  opportunities	  to	  meet	  
each	  child’s	  need	  for	  sleep,	  rest	  and	  relaxation.	  
2.1.3	   Effective	  hygiene	  practices	  are	  promoted	  and	  implemented.	  
2.1.4	   Steps	  are	  taken	  to	  control	  the	  spread	  of	  infectious	  diseases	  and	  to	  manage	  injuries	  and	  
illness,	  in	  accordance	  with	  recognised	  guidelines.	  
2.2	   Healthy	  eating	  and	  physical	  activity	  are	  embedded	  in	  the	  program	  for	  children.	  
2.2.1	   Healthy	  eating	  is	  promoted	  and	  food	  and	  drinks	  provided	  by	  the	  service	  are	  nutritious	  
and	  appropriate	  for	  each	  child.	  
2.2.2	   Physical	  activity	  is	  promoted	  through	  planned	  and	  spontaneous	  experiences	  and	  is	  
appropriate	  for	  each	  child.	  
2.3	   Each	  child	  is	  protected.	  
2.3.1	   Children	  are	  adequately	  supervised	  at	  all	  times.	  
2.3.2	   Every	  reasonable	  precaution	  is	  taken	  to	  protect	  children	  from	  harm	  and	  any	  hazard	  
likely	  to	  cause	  injury.	  
2.3.3	   Plans	  to	  effectively	  manage	  incidents	  and	  emergencies	  are	  developed	  in	  consultation	  
with	  relevant	  authorities,	  practised	  and	  implemented.	  
2.3.4	   Educators,	  co-­‐ordinators	  and	  staff	  members	  are	  aware	  of	  their	  roles	  and	  responsibilities	  
to	  respond	  to	  every	  child	  at	  risk	  of	  abuse	  or	  neglect.	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QA3	   Physical	  environment	  
3.1	   The	  design	  and	  location	  of	  the	  premises	  is	  appropriate	  for	  the	  operation	  of	  a	  service.	  
3.1.1	   Outdoor	  and	  indoor	  spaces,	  buildings,	  furniture,	  equipment,	  facilities	  and	  resources	  are	  
suitable	  for	  their	  purpose.	  
3.1.2	   Premises,	  furniture	  and	  equipment	  are	  safe,	  clean	  and	  well	  maintained.	  
3.1.3	   Facilities	  are	  designed	  or	  adapted	  to	  ensure	  access	  and	  participation	  by	  every	  child	  in	  
the	  service	  and	  to	  allow	  flexible	  use,	  and	  interaction	  between	  indoor	  and	  outdoor	  
space.	  
3.2	   The	  environment	  is	  inclusive,	  promotes	  competence,	  independent	  exploration	  and	  learning	  
through	  play.	  
3.2.1	   Outdoor	  and	  indoor	  spaces	  are	  designed	  and	  organised	  to	  engage	  every	  child	  in	  quality	  
experiences	  in	  both	  built	  and	  natural	  environments.	  
3.2.2	   Resources,	  materials	  and	  equipment	  are	  sufficient	  in	  number,	  organised	  in	  ways	  that	  
ensure	  appropriate	  and	  effective	  implementation	  of	  the	  program	  and	  allow	  for	  multiple	  
uses.	  
3.3	   The	  service	  takes	  an	  active	  role	  in	  caring	  for	  its	  environment	  and	  contributes	  to	  a	  sustainable	  
future.	  
3.3.1	   Sustainable	  practices	  are	  embedded	  in	  service	  operations.	  
3.3.2	   Children	  are	  supported	  to	  become	  environmentally	  responsible	  and	  show	  respect	  for	  
the	  environment.	  
QA4	   Staffing	  arrangements	  
4.1	   Staffing	  arrangements	  enhance	  children’s	  learning	  and	  development	  and	  ensure	  their	  safety	  
and	  wellbeing.	  
4.1.1	   Educator-­‐to-­‐child	  ratios	  and	  qualification	  requirements	  are	  maintained	  at	  all	  times.	  
4.2	   Educators,	  co-­‐ordinators	  and	  staff	  members	  are	  respectful	  and	  ethical.	  
4.2.1	   Professional	  standards	  guide	  practice,	  interactions	  and	  relationships.	  
4.2.2	   Educators,	  co-­‐ordinators	  and	  staff	  members	  work	  collaboratively	  and	  affirm,	  challenge,	  
support	  and	  learn	  from	  each	  other	  to	  further	  develop	  their	  skills,	  to	  improve	  practice	  
and	  relationships.	  
4.2.3	   Interactions	  convey	  mutual	  respect,	  equity	  and	  recognition	  of	  each	  other’s	  strengths	  
and	  skills.	  
QA5	   Relationships	  with	  children	  
5.1	   Respectful	  and	  equitable	  relationships	  are	  developed	  and	  maintained	  with	  each	  child.	  
5.1.1	   Interactions	  with	  each	  child	  are	  warm,	  responsive	  and	  build	  trusting	  relationships.	  
5.1.2	   Every	  child	  is	  able	  to	  engage	  with	  educators	  in	  meaningful,	  open	  interactions	  that	  
support	  the	  acquisition	  of	  skills	  for	  life	  and	  learning.	  
5.1.3	   Each	  child	  is	  supported	  to	  feel	  secure,	  confident	  and	  included.	  
5.2	   Each	  child	  is	  supported	  to	  build	  and	  maintain	  sensitive	  and	  responsive	  relationships	  with	  other	  
children	  and	  adults.	  
5.2.1	   Each	  child	  is	  supported	  to	  work	  with,	  learn	  from	  and	  help	  others	  through	  collaborative	  
learning	  opportunities.	  
5.2.2	   Each	  child	  is	  supported	  to	  manage	  their	  own	  behaviour,	  respond	  appropriately	  to	  the	  
behaviour	  of	  others	  and	  communicate	  effectively	  to	  resolve	  conflicts.	  
5.2.3	   The	  dignity	  and	  rights	  of	  every	  child	  are	  maintained	  at	  all	  times.	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QA6	   Collaborative	  partnerships	  with	  families	  and	  communities	  
6.1	   Respectful	  supportive	  relationships	  with	  families	  are	  developed	  and	  maintained.	  
6.1.1	   There	  is	  an	  effective	  enrolment	  and	  orientation	  process	  for	  families.	  
6.1.2	   Families	  have	  opportunities	  to	  be	  involved	  in	  the	  service	  and	  contribute	  to	  service	  
decisions.	  
6.1.3	   Current	  information	  about	  the	  service	  is	  available	  to	  families.	  
6.2	   Families	  are	  supported	  in	  their	  parenting	  role	  and	  their	  values	  and	  beliefs	  about	  child	  rearing	  
are	  respected.	  
6.2.1	   The	  expertise	  of	  families	  is	  recognised	  and	  they	  share	  in	  decision	  making	  about	  their	  
child’s	  learning	  and	  wellbeing.	  
6.2.2	   Current	  information	  is	  available	  to	  families	  about	  community	  services	  and	  resources	  to	  
support	  parenting	  and	  family	  wellbeing.	  
6.3	   The	  service	  collaborates	  with	  other	  organisations	  and	  service	  providers	  to	  enhance	  children’s	  
learning	  and	  wellbeing.	  
6.3.1	   Links	  with	  relevant	  community	  and	  support	  agencies	  are	  established	  and	  maintained.	  
6.3.2	   Continuity	  of	  learning	  and	  transitions	  for	  each	  child	  are	  supported	  by	  sharing	  relevant	  
information	  and	  clarifying	  responsibilities.	  
6.3.3	   Access	  to	  inclusion	  and	  support	  assistance	  is	  facilitated.	  
6.3.4	   The	  service	  builds	  relationships	  and	  engages	  with	  their	  local	  community.	  
QA7	   Leadership	  and	  service	  management	  
7.1	   Effective	  leadership	  promotes	  a	  positive	  organisational	  culture	  and	  builds	  a	  professional	  
learning	  community.	  
7.1.1	   Appropriate	  governance	  arrangements	  are	  in	  place	  to	  manage	  the	  service.	  
7.1.2	   The	  induction	  of	  educators,	  co-­‐ordinators	  and	  staff	  members	  is	  comprehensive.	  
7.1.3	   Every	  effort	  is	  made	  to	  promote	  continuity	  of	  educators	  and	  co-­‐ordinators	  at	  the	  
service.	  
7.1.4	   Provision	  is	  made	  to	  ensure	  a	  suitably	  qualified	  and	  experienced	  educator	  or	  co-­‐
ordinator	  leads	  the	  development	  of	  the	  curriculum	  and	  ensures	  the	  establishment	  of	  
clear	  goals	  and	  expectations	  for	  teaching	  and	  learning.	  
7.1.5	   Adults	  working	  with	  children	  and	  those	  engaged	  in	  management	  of	  the	  service	  or	  
residing	  on	  the	  premises	  are	  fit	  and	  proper.	  
7.2	   There	  is	  a	  commitment	  to	  continuous	  improvement.	  
7.2.1	   A	  statement	  of	  philosophy	  is	  developed	  and	  guides	  all	  aspects	  of	  the	  service’s	  
operations.	  
7.2.2	  The	  performance	  of	  educators,	  co-­‐ordinators	  and	  staff	  members	  is	  evaluated	  and	  
individual	  development	  plans	  are	  in	  place	  to	  support	  performance	  improvement.	  
7.2.3	   An	  effective	  self-­‐assessment	  and	  quality	  improvement	  process	  is	  in	  place.	  
7.3	   Administrative	  systems	  enable	  the	  effective	  management	  of	  a	  quality	  service.	  
7.3.1	   Records	  and	  information	  are	  stored	  appropriately	  to	  ensure	  confidentiality,	  are	  
available	  from	  the	  service	  and	  are	  maintained	  in	  accordance	  with	  legislative	  
requirements.	  
7.3.2	   Administrative	  systems	  are	  established	  and	  maintained	  to	  ensure	  the	  effective	  
operation	  of	  the	  service.	  
7.3.3	   The	  Regulatory	  Authority	  is	  notified	  of	  any	  relevant	  changes	  to	  the	  operation	  of	  the	  
service,	  of	  serious	  incidents	  and	  any	  complaints	  which	  allege	  a	  breach	  of	  legislation.	  
7.3.4	   Processes	  are	  in	  place	  to	  ensure	  that	  all	  grievances	  and	  complaints	  are	  addressed,	  
investigated	  fairly	  and	  documented	  in	  a	  timely	  manner.	  
7.3.5	   Service	  practices	  are	  based	  on	  effectively	  documented	  policies	  and	  procedures	  that	  are	  
available	  at	  the	  service	  and	  reviewed	  regularly.	  
Source:	   Guide	  to	  the	  National	  Quality	  Standard.	  Sydney:	  ACECQA,	  2011.	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B. POPULATION OF EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION AND 
CARE AND SCHOOL AGE CARE SERVICES 
Table 10 Population of early childhood education and care and school age care 
services, by jurisdiction and service type 





























New	  South	  Wales	   2539	   794	   93	   49	   11	   112	   3598	  
Victoria	   1174	   1200	   1117	   31	   1	   143	   3666	  
Queensland	   901	   444	   616	   471	   49	   98	   2579	  
South	  Australia	   287	   417	   346	   34	   5	   15	   1104	  
Western	  Australia	   602	   -­‐-­‐	   318	   1	   0	   3	   924	  
Tasmania	   75	   -­‐-­‐	   94	   38	   0	   13	   220	  
Northern	  Territory	   73	   89	   -­‐-­‐	   0	   2	   -­‐-­‐	   164	  
Australian	  Capital	  Territory	   108	   82	   96	   11	   0	   4	   301	  
Australia	   5759	   3026	   2680	   635	   68	   388	   12556	  
Source:	   DEEWR,	  services	  approved	  on	  or	  before	  	  15	  October	  2012.	  
Notes:	   Preschools	  in	  Western	  Australia	  and	  Tasmania	  are	  not	  regulated	  under	  the	  Education	  and	  Care	  Services	  National	  
Law.	  	  Outside	  School	  Hours	  Care	  services	  in	  New	  South	  Wales	  and	  the	  Northern	  Territory,	  and	  Family	  Day	  Care	  
services	  in	  the	  Northern	  Territory	  were	  given	  additional	  time	  to	  complete	  their	  Service	  Approval	  as	  they	  were	  not	  
previously	  regulated	  by	  the	  jurisdiction.	  	  The	  numbers	  provided	  in	  the	  table	  do	  not	  accurately	  reflect	  the	  
population.	  	  Actual	  number	  of	  CCB	  approved	  services	  (as	  at	  30	  September	  2011)	  in	  these	  sectors	  are:	  NSW	  OSHC:	  
1102;	  NT	  OSHC:	  53;	  NT	  FDC:	  5.	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C. RATINGS BY SERVICE TYPE, JURISDICTION AND 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
Notes:	   The	   tables	   in	   Appendix	   C	   include	   only	   services	   that	   were	   assessed	   in	   time	   to	   have	   data	   included	   for	   the	   current	  
analysis.	  	  Services	  that	  received	  their	  final	  reports	  after	  15	  October	  2012	  are	  not	  included.	  	  A	  number	  of	  centres	  provide	  more	  
than	   one	   type	   of	   service;	   however,	   for	   this	   evaluation,	   each	   centre	   is	   assigned	   to	   one	   service	   type	   only.	   	   All	   multi-­‐service	  
providers	   that	  were	  assessed	  provide	   long	  day	  care	  and	  another	   service,	  and	  are	  categorised	  here	  as	   long	  day	  care	   services	  
only.	  
Overall ratings 




















New	  South	  Wales	   	   	   	   	   	  
Long	  Day	  Care	   78	   0	   72	   13	   15	  
Preschool/Kindergarten	   41	   0	   44	   7	   49	  
Outside	  School	  Hours	  Care	   0	   -­‐	  -­‐	   -­‐	  -­‐	   -­‐	  -­‐	   -­‐	  -­‐	  
Centre-­‐based	  Services	   119	   0	   62	   11	   27	  
Family	  Day	  Care	   22	   5	   68	   0	   27	  
All	  service	  types	  (%)	   	   1	   63	   9	   27	  
Number	  of	  services	   141	   1	   89	   13	   38	  
Victoria	   	   	   	   	   	  
Long	  Day	  Care	   38	   0	   45	   37	   18	  
Preschool/Kindergarten	   29	   0	   14	   28	   59	  
Outside	  School	  Hours	  Care	   31	   0	   74	   26	   0	  
Centre-­‐based	  Services	   98	   0	   45	   31	   24	  
Family	  Day	  Care	   14	   0	   57	   21	   21	  
All	  service	  types	  (%)	   	   0	   46	   29	   24	  
Number	  of	  services	   112	   0	   52	   33	   27	  
Queensland	   	   	   	   	   	  
Long	  Day	  Care	   48	   0	   58	   23	   19	  
Preschool/Kindergarten	   49	   0	   20	   35	   45	  
Outside	  School	  Hours	  Care	   23	   0	   70	   13	   17	  
Centre-­‐based	  Services	   120	   0	   45	   26	   29	  
Family	  Day	  Care	   8	   0	   13	   38	   50	  
All	  service	  types	  (%)	   	   0	   43	   27	   30	  
Number	  of	  services	   128	   0	   55	   34	   39	  
South	  Australia	   	   	   	   	   	  
Long	  Day	  Care	   11	   0	   18	   55	   27	  
Preschool/Kindergarten	   10	   10	   10	   30	   50	  
Outside	  School	  Hours	  Care	   11	   0	   64	   9	   27	  
Centre-­‐based	  Services	   32	   3	   31	   31	   34	  
Family	  Day	  Care	   1	   0	   100	   0	   0	  
All	  service	  types	  (%)	   	   3	   33	   30	   33	  
Number	  of	  services	   33	   1	   11	   10	   11	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Western	  Australia	   	   	   	   	   	  
Long	  Day	  Care	   11	   0	   64	   27	   9	  
Preschool/Kindergarten	   0	   -­‐	  -­‐	   -­‐	  -­‐	   -­‐	  -­‐	   -­‐	  -­‐	  
Outside	  School	  Hours	  Care	   1	   0	   0	   0	   100	  
Centre-­‐based	  Services	   12	   0	   58	   25	   17	  
Family	  Day	  Care	   0	   -­‐	  -­‐	   -­‐	  -­‐	   -­‐	  -­‐	   -­‐	  -­‐	  
All	  service	  types	  (%)	   	   0	   58	   25	   17	  
Number	  of	  services	   12	   0	   7	   3	   2	  
Tasmania	   	   	   	   	   	  
Long	  Day	  Care	   15	   0	   47	   20	   33	  
Preschool/Kindergarten	   0	   -­‐	  -­‐	   -­‐	  -­‐	   -­‐	  -­‐	   -­‐	  -­‐	  
Outside	  School	  Hours	  Care	   9	   0	   89	   0	   11	  
Centre-­‐based	  Services	   24	   0	   63	   13	   25	  
Family	  Day	  Care	   2	   0	   100	   0	   0	  
All	  service	  types	  (%)	   	   0	   65	   12	   23	  
Number	  of	  services	   26	   0	   17	   3	   6	  
Northern	  Territory	   	   	   	   	   	  
Long	  Day	  Care	   11	   0	   55	   27	   18	  
Preschool/Kindergarten	   0	   -­‐	  -­‐	   -­‐	  -­‐	   -­‐	  -­‐	   -­‐	  -­‐	  
Outside	  School	  Hours	  Care	   0	   -­‐	  -­‐	   -­‐	  -­‐	   -­‐	  -­‐	   -­‐	  -­‐	  
Centre-­‐based	  Services	   11	   0	   55	   27	   18	  
Family	  Day	  Care	   0	   -­‐	  -­‐	   -­‐	  -­‐	   -­‐	  -­‐	   -­‐	  -­‐	  
All	  service	  types	  (%)	   	   0	   55	   27	   18	  
Number	  of	  services	   11	   0	   6	   3	   2	  
Australian	  Capital	  Territory	   	   	   	   	   	  
Long	  Day	  Care	   12	   0	   92	   8	   0	  
Preschool/Kindergarten	   8	   0	   13	   25	   63	  
Outside	  School	  Hours	  Care	   6	   0	   83	   0	   17	  
Centre-­‐based	  Services	   26	   0	   65	   12	   23	  
Family	  Day	  Care	   2	   0	   100	   0	   0	  
All	  service	  types	  (%)	   	   0	   68	   11	   21	  
Number	  of	  services	   28	   0	   19	   3	   6	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Metropolitan	   	   	   	   	   	  
Long	  Day	  Care	   135	   0	   63	   21	   16	  
Preschool/Kindergarten	   88	   0	   26	   22	   52	  
Outside	  School	  Hours	  Care	   53	   0	   75	   17	   8	  
Centre-­‐based	  Services	   276	   0	   54	   20	   26	  
Family	  Day	  Care	   30	   3	   67	   3	   27	  
All	  service	  types	  (%)	   	   0	   55	   19	   26	  
Number	  of	  services	   306	   1	   168	   57	   80	  
Regional/Remote	   	   	   	   	   	  
Long	  Day	  Care	   89	   0	   55	   26	   19	  
Preschool/Kindergarten	   49	   2	   22	   29	   47	  
Outside	  School	  Hours	  Care	   28	   0	   68	   11	   21	  
Centre-­‐based	  Services	   166	   1	   48	   24	   28	  
Family	  Day	  Care	   19	   0	   47	   26	   26	  
All	  service	  types	  (%)	   	   1	   48	   24	   28	  
Number	  of	  services	   185	   1	   88	   45	   51	  
Note:	   The	  number	  of	  services	  in	  remote	  areas	  was	  too	  small	  to	  report	  separately.	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Quality areas 





















Long	  Day	  Care	   	   	   	   	   	  
Quality	  Area	  1	   224	   0	   48	   38	   14	  
Quality	  Area	  2	   224	   0	   33	   45	   22	  
Quality	  Area	  3	   224	   0	   43	   42	   15	  
Quality	  Area	  4	   224	   0	   15	   57	   28	  
Quality	  Area	  5	   224	   0	   31	   45	   24	  
Quality	  Area	  6	   224	   0	   25	   44	   31	  
Quality	  Area	  7	   224	   0	   37	   38	   25	  
Preschool/Kindergarten	  
Quality	  Area	  1	   137	   0	   14	   34	   52	  
Quality	  Area	  2	   137	   1	   13	   42	   45	  
Quality	  Area	  3	   137	   0	   12	   33	   55	  
Quality	  Area	  4	   137	   0	   4	   39	   56	  
Quality	  Area	  5	   137	   1	   7	   21	   72	  
Quality	  Area	  6	   137	   0	   11	   42	   47	  
Quality	  Area	  7	   137	   0	   15	   40	   45	  
Outside	  School	  Hours	  Care	  
Quality	  Area	  1	   81	   0	   69	   19	   12	  
Quality	  Area	  2	   81	   0	   32	   52	   16	  
Quality	  Area	  3	   81	   0	   60	   31	   9	  
Quality	  Area	  4	   81	   0	   17	   69	   14	  
Quality	  Area	  5	   81	   0	   17	   54	   28	  
Quality	  Area	  6	   81	   0	   47	   40	   14	  
Quality	  Area	  7	   81	   0	   51	   33	   16	  
Centre-­‐based	  Services	   	   	   	   	   	  
Quality	  Area	  1	   442	   0	   41	   33	   25	  
Quality	  Area	  2	   442	   0	   27	   45	   28	  
Quality	  Area	  3	   442	   0	   37	   37	   26	  
Quality	  Area	  4	   442	   0	   12	   54	   34	  
Quality	  Area	  5	   442	   0	   21	   39	   40	  
Quality	  Area	  6	   442	   0	   25	   42	   33	  
Quality	  Area	  7	   442	   0	   32	   38	   30	  
Family	  Day	  Care	   	   	   	   	   	  
Quality	  Area	  1	   49	   0	   55	   29	   16	  
Quality	  Area	  2	   49	   2	   27	   49	   22	  
Quality	  Area	  3	   49	   2	   47	   29	   22	  
Quality	  Area	  4	   49	   0	   10	   53	   37	  
Quality	  Area	  5	   49	   0	   20	   45	   35	  
Quality	  Area	  6	   49	   0	   22	   41	   37	  
Quality	  Area	  7	   49	   2	   18	   29	   51	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New	  South	  Wales	   	   	   	   	   	  
Quality	  Area	  1	   141	   0	   45	   29	   26	  
Quality	  Area	  2	   141	   1	   31	   40	   28	  
Quality	  Area	  3	   141	   1	   42	   30	   27	  
Quality	  Area	  4	   141	   0	   16	   42	   43	  
Quality	  Area	  5	   141	   0	   24	   32	   44	  
Quality	  Area	  6	   141	   0	   26	   36	   38	  
Quality	  Area	  7	   141	   1	   36	   28	   35	  
Victoria	  
Quality	  Area	  1	   112	   0	   41	   33	   26	  
Quality	  Area	  2	   112	   0	   21	   61	   19	  
Quality	  Area	  3	   112	   0	   29	   44	   28	  
Quality	  Area	  4	   112	   0	   8	   69	   23	  
Quality	  Area	  5	   112	   0	   13	   51	   37	  
Quality	  Area	  6	   112	   0	   14	   51	   35	  
Quality	  Area	  7	   112	   0	   25	   49	   26	  
Queensland	  
Quality	  Area	  1	   128	   0	   34	   41	   26	  
Quality	  Area	  2	   128	   0	   23	   42	   35	  
Quality	  Area	  3	   128	   0	   34	   37	   30	  
Quality	  Area	  4	   128	   0	   10	   55	   34	  
Quality	  Area	  5	   128	   0	   20	   41	   39	  
Quality	  Area	  6	   128	   0	   27	   45	   28	  
Quality	  Area	  7	   128	   0	   25	   41	   34	  
South	  Australia	  
Quality	  Area	  1	   33	   0	   33	   39	   27	  
Quality	  Area	  2	   33	   3	   18	   52	   27	  
Quality	  Area	  3	   33	   0	   30	   48	   21	  
Quality	  Area	  4	   33	   0	   12	   52	   36	  
Quality	  Area	  5	   33	   3	   6	   39	   52	  
Quality	  Area	  6	   33	   0	   30	   36	   33	  
Quality	  Area	  7	   33	   0	   36	   30	   33	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Quality	  Area	  1	   12	   0	   50	   33	   17	  
Quality	  Area	  2	   12	   0	   50	   25	   25	  
Quality	  Area	  3	   12	   0	   50	   50	   0	  
Quality	  Area	  4	   12	   0	   25	   58	   17	  
Quality	  Area	  5	   12	   0	   42	   42	   17	  
Quality	  Area	  6	   12	   0	   50	   42	   8	  
Quality	  Area	  7	   12	   0	   42	   33	   25	  
Tasmania	  
Quality	  Area	  1	   26	   0	   58	   31	   12	  
Quality	  Area	  2	   26	   0	   38	   35	   27	  
Quality	  Area	  3	   26	   0	   50	   27	   23	  
Quality	  Area	  4	   26	   0	   12	   35	   54	  
Quality	  Area	  5	   26	   0	   27	   38	   35	  
Quality	  Area	  6	   26	   0	   35	   23	   42	  
Quality	  Area	  7	   26	   0	   50	   8	   42	  
Northern	  Territory	  
Quality	  Area	  1	   11	   0	   55	   27	   18	  
Quality	  Area	  2	   11	   0	   36	   27	   36	  
Quality	  Area	  3	   11	   0	   36	   27	   36	  
Quality	  Area	  4	   11	   0	   27	   36	   36	  
Quality	  Area	  5	   11	   0	   36	   45	   18	  
Quality	  Area	  6	   11	   0	   9	   45	   45	  
Quality	  Area	  7	   11	   0	   55	   18	   27	  
Australian	  Capital	  Territory	  
Quality	  Area	  1	   28	   0	   68	   14	   18	  
Quality	  Area	  2	   28	   0	   36	   43	   21	  
Quality	  Area	  3	   28	   0	   64	   25	   11	  
Quality	  Area	  4	   28	   0	   7	   68	   25	  
Quality	  Area	  5	   28	   0	   36	   32	   32	  
Quality	  Area	  6	   28	   0	   32	   46	   21	  
Quality	  Area	  7	   28	   0	   18	   57	   25	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Metropolitan	   	   	   	   	   	  
Quality	  Area	  1	   306	   0	   47	   28	   25	  
Quality	  Area	  2	   306	   0	   28	   44	   27	  
Quality	  Area	  3	   306	   0	   40	   34	   26	  
Quality	  Area	  4	   306	   0	   11	   56	   33	  
Quality	  Area	  5	   306	   0	   22	   38	   40	  
Quality	  Area	  6	   306	   0	   29	   40	   31	  
Quality	  Area	  7	   306	   0	   31	   38	   31	  
Regional/Remote	  
Quality	  Area	  1	   185	   0	   36	   41	   23	  
Quality	  Area	  2	   185	   1	   24	   48	   27	  
Quality	  Area	  3	   185	   0	   34	   41	   26	  
Quality	  Area	  4	   185	   0	   13	   50	   37	  
Quality	  Area	  5	   185	   1	   18	   43	   38	  
Quality	  Area	  6	   185	   0	   17	   46	   37	  
Quality	  Area	  7	   185	   0	   31	   36	   34	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Long	  Day	  Care	   	   	   	   	   	  
Standard	  1.1	   223	   0	   44	   38	   18	  
Standard	  1.2	   224	   0	   46	   37	   17	  
Standard	  2.1	   222	   0	   19	   52	   29	  
Standard	  2.2	   224	   0	   23	   56	   21	  
Standard	  2.3	   224	   0	   21	   54	   25	  
Standard	  3.1	   224	   0	   14	   69	   17	  
Standard	  3.2	   224	   0	   27	   54	   18	  
Standard	  3.3	   224	   0	   39	   47	   14	  
Standard	  4.1	   224	   0	   4	   56	   40	  
Standard	  4.2	   224	   0	   13	   54	   32	  
Standard	  5.1	   224	   0	   22	   45	   33	  
Standard	  5.2	   223	   0	   29	   46	   25	  
Standard	  6.1	   224	   0	   11	   57	   33	  
Standard	  6.2	   224	   0	   13	   60	   27	  
Standard	  6.3	   224	   0	   21	   51	   28	  
Standard	  7.1	   223	   0	   25	   49	   26	  
Standard	  7.2	   224	   0	   26	   48	   25	  
Standard	  7.3	   224	   0	   17	   55	   28	  
Preschool/Kindergarten	  
Standard	  1.1	   136	   0	   10	   31	   59	  
Standard	  1.2	   137	   0	   13	   33	   54	  
Standard	  2.1	   137	   0	   8	   46	   46	  
Standard	  2.2	   137	   0	   5	   47	   48	  
Standard	  2.3	   137	   1	   9	   47	   42	  
Standard	  3.1	   137	   0	   5	   40	   55	  
Standard	  3.2	   137	   0	   6	   33	   61	  
Standard	  3.3	   137	   0	   10	   51	   39	  
Standard	  4.1	   137	   0	   1	   33	   66	  
Standard	  4.2	   137	   0	   4	   36	   59	  
Standard	  5.1	   137	   1	   4	   18	   77	  
Standard	  5.2	   137	   1	   6	   19	   74	  
Standard	  6.1	   137	   0	   4	   34	   61	  
Standard	  6.2	   137	   0	   5	   56	   39	  
Standard	  6.3	   136	   0	   10	   46	   44	  
Standard	  7.1	   136	   0	   12	   36	   52	  
Standard	  7.2	   137	   0	   10	   46	   44	  
Standard	  7.3	   137	   0	   7	   51	   42	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Outside	  School	  Hours	  Care	  
Standard	  1.1	   81	   0	   57	   30	   14	  
Standard	  1.2	   81	   0	   67	   21	   12	  
Standard	  2.1	   80	   0	   19	   65	   16	  
Standard	  2.2	   81	   0	   14	   67	   20	  
Standard	  2.3	   81	   0	   22	   62	   16	  
Standard	  3.1	   80	   0	   9	   75	   16	  
Standard	  3.2	   81	   0	   20	   69	   11	  
Standard	  3.3	   81	   0	   58	   36	   6	  
Standard	  4.1	   81	   0	   7	   62	   31	  
Standard	  4.2	   79	   0	   11	   75	   14	  
Standard	  5.1	   80	   0	   11	   53	   36	  
Standard	  5.2	   79	   0	   13	   58	   29	  
Standard	  6.1	   81	   0	   17	   65	   17	  
Standard	  6.2	   81	   0	   36	   52	   12	  
Standard	  6.3	   81	   0	   36	   51	   14	  
Standard	  7.1	   81	   0	   37	   43	   20	  
Standard	  7.2	   81	   0	   40	   44	   16	  
Standard	  7.3	   81	   0	   23	   58	   19	  
Sub-­‐total,	  Centre-­‐based	  Services	  
Standard	  1.1	   440	   0	   36	   34	   30	  
Standard	  1.2	   442	   0	   40	   33	   28	  
Standard	  2.1	   439	   0	   16	   52	   32	  
Standard	  2.2	   442	   0	   16	   55	   29	  
Standard	  2.3	   442	   0	   18	   54	   29	  
Standard	  3.1	   441	   0	   10	   61	   29	  
Standard	  3.2	   442	   0	   19	   50	   30	  
Standard	  3.3	   442	   0	   34	   46	   20	  
Standard	  4.1	   442	   0	   4	   50	   47	  
Standard	  4.2	   440	   0	   10	   53	   37	  
Standard	  5.1	   441	   0	   15	   38	   47	  
Standard	  5.2	   439	   0	   19	   40	   41	  
Standard	  6.1	   442	   0	   10	   51	   39	  
Standard	  6.2	   442	   0	   14	   57	   28	  
Standard	  6.3	   441	   0	   20	   49	   30	  
Standard	  7.1	   440	   0	   23	   44	   33	  
Standard	  7.2	   442	   0	   24	   47	   29	  
Standard	  7.3	   442	   0	   15	   55	   31	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Family	  Day	  Care	  
Standard	  1.1	   49	   0	   49	   33	   18	  
Standard	  1.2	   49	   0	   57	   27	   16	  
Standard	  2.1	   49	   0	   18	   51	   31	  
Standard	  2.2	   49	   0	   12	   69	   18	  
Standard	  2.3	   49	   2	   18	   59	   20	  
Standard	  3.1	   49	   2	   12	   57	   29	  
Standard	  3.2	   49	   2	   20	   53	   24	  
Standard	  3.3	   49	   0	   47	   37	   16	  
Standard	  4.1	   49	   0	   0	   59	   41	  
Standard	  4.2	   49	   0	   12	   45	   43	  
Standard	  5.1	   49	   0	   12	   47	   41	  
Standard	  5.2	   49	   0	   16	   49	   35	  
Standard	  6.1	   49	   0	   14	   41	   45	  
Standard	  6.2	   49	   0	   14	   47	   39	  
Standard	  6.3	   49	   0	   16	   51	   33	  
Standard	  7.1	   49	   2	   12	   29	   57	  
Standard	  7.2	   49	   0	   20	   31	   49	  
Standard	  7.3	   49	   2	   8	   37	   53	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New	  South	  Wales	  
Standard	  1.1	   140	   0	   40	   30	   30	  
Standard	  1.2	   141	   0	   44	   28	   28	  
Standard	  2.1	   140	   0	   23	   40	   37	  
Standard	  2.2	   141	   0	   21	   50	   30	  
Standard	  2.3	   141	   1	   22	   45	   32	  
Standard	  3.1	   141	   1	   16	   58	   26	  
Standard	  3.2	   141	   1	   25	   40	   34	  
Standard	  3.3	   141	   0	   40	   38	   23	  
Standard	  4.1	   141	   0	   4	   40	   57	  
Standard	  4.2	   141	   0	   13	   40	   47	  
Standard	  5.1	   141	   0	   17	   31	   52	  
Standard	  5.2	   141	   0	   21	   34	   45	  
Standard	  6.1	   141	   0	   16	   39	   45	  
Standard	  6.2	   141	   0	   13	   49	   38	  
Standard	  6.3	   140	   0	   22	   41	   37	  
Standard	  7.1	   140	   1	   27	   36	   36	  
Standard	  7.2	   141	   0	   26	   37	   37	  
Standard	  7.3	   141	   1	   23	   35	   41	  
Victoria	  
Standard	  1.1	   112	   0	   32	   38	   29	  
Standard	  1.2	   112	   0	   40	   32	   28	  
Standard	  2.1	   112	   0	   6	   68	   26	  
Standard	  2.2	   112	   0	   6	   74	   20	  
Standard	  2.3	   112	   0	   15	   65	   20	  
Standard	  3.1	   112	   0	   3	   67	   30	  
Standard	  3.2	   112	   0	   8	   63	   29	  
Standard	  3.3	   112	   0	   28	   53	   20	  
Standard	  4.1	   112	   0	   4	   71	   25	  
Standard	  4.2	   112	   0	   5	   67	   28	  
Standard	  5.1	   112	   0	   7	   49	   44	  
Standard	  5.2	   112	   0	   11	   52	   38	  
Standard	  6.1	   112	   0	   4	   58	   38	  
Standard	  6.2	   112	   0	   10	   64	   26	  
Standard	  6.3	   112	   0	   8	   63	   29	  
Standard	  7.1	   112	   0	   16	   54	   29	  
Standard	  7.2	   112	   0	   16	   60	   24	  
Standard	  7.3	   112	   0	   9	   67	   24	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Standard	  1.1	   128	   0	   30	   39	   30	  
Standard	  1.2	   128	   0	   33	   39	   28	  
Standard	  2.1	   128	   0	   15	   50	   35	  
Standard	  2.2	   128	   0	   16	   50	   34	  
Standard	  2.3	   128	   0	   16	   53	   31	  
Standard	  3.1	   128	   0	   13	   53	   34	  
Standard	  3.2	   128	   0	   21	   49	   30	  
Standard	  3.3	   128	   0	   31	   49	   20	  
Standard	  4.1	   128	   0	   1	   45	   54	  
Standard	  4.2	   128	   0	   10	   54	   36	  
Standard	  5.1	   128	   0	   16	   38	   47	  
Standard	  5.2	   128	   0	   18	   40	   42	  
Standard	  6.1	   128	   0	   10	   55	   35	  
Standard	  6.2	   128	   0	   16	   61	   23	  
Standard	  6.3	   128	   0	   23	   54	   23	  
Standard	  7.1	   128	   0	   17	   44	   39	  
Standard	  7.2	   128	   0	   23	   46	   31	  
Standard	  7.3	   128	   0	   9	   55	   35	  
South	  Australia	  
Standard	  1.1	   33	   0	   30	   33	   36	  
Standard	  1.2	   33	   0	   33	   33	   33	  
Standard	  2.1	   32	   0	   19	   53	   28	  
Standard	  2.2	   33	   0	   3	   61	   36	  
Standard	  2.3	   33	   3	   12	   61	   24	  
Standard	  3.1	   33	   0	   12	   70	   18	  
Standard	  3.2	   33	   0	   15	   58	   27	  
Standard	  3.3	   33	   0	   24	   61	   15	  
Standard	  4.1	   33	   0	   9	   61	   30	  
Standard	  4.2	   33	   0	   9	   48	   42	  
Standard	  5.1	   33	   3	   3	   39	   55	  
Standard	  5.2	   33	   3	   6	   39	   52	  
Standard	  6.1	   33	   0	   15	   45	   39	  
Standard	  6.2	   33	   0	   21	   45	   33	  
Standard	  6.3	   33	   0	   18	   48	   33	  
Standard	  7.1	   33	   0	   24	   36	   39	  
Standard	  7.2	   33	   0	   33	   36	   30	  
Standard	  7.3	   33	   0	   15	   64	   21	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Standard	  1.1	   11	   0	   45	   36	   18	  
Standard	  1.2	   12	   0	   50	   33	   17	  
Standard	  2.1	   12	   0	   25	   50	   25	  
Standard	  2.2	   12	   0	   58	   25	   17	  
Standard	  2.3	   12	   0	   25	   42	   33	  
Standard	  3.1	   12	   0	   8	   92	   0	  
Standard	  3.2	   12	   0	   42	   58	   0	  
Standard	  3.3	   12	   0	   50	   42	   8	  
Standard	  4.1	   12	   0	   0	   58	   42	  
Standard	  4.2	   12	   0	   25	   58	   17	  
Standard	  5.1	   12	   0	   42	   42	   17	  
Standard	  5.2	   11	   0	   45	   45	   9	  
Standard	  6.1	   12	   0	   8	   67	   25	  
Standard	  6.2	   12	   0	   25	   58	   17	  
Standard	  6.3	   12	   0	   42	   42	   17	  
Standard	  7.1	   12	   0	   42	   33	   25	  
Standard	  7.2	   12	   0	   25	   50	   25	  
Standard	  7.3	   12	   0	   17	   58	   25	  
Tasmania	  
Standard	  1.1	   26	   0	   50	   35	   15	  
Standard	  1.2	   26	   0	   54	   31	   15	  
Standard	  2.1	   26	   0	   15	   58	   27	  
Standard	  2.2	   26	   0	   19	   54	   27	  
Standard	  2.3	   26	   0	   23	   46	   31	  
Standard	  3.1	   26	   0	   8	   46	   46	  
Standard	  3.2	   26	   0	   12	   58	   31	  
Standard	  3.3	   26	   0	   46	   27	   27	  
Standard	  4.1	   26	   0	   8	   19	   73	  
Standard	  4.2	   26	   0	   4	   42	   54	  
Standard	  5.1	   26	   0	   4	   54	   42	  
Standard	  5.2	   26	   0	   27	   38	   35	  
Standard	  6.1	   26	   0	   15	   42	   42	  
Standard	  6.2	   26	   0	   19	   38	   42	  
Standard	  6.3	   26	   0	   27	   38	   35	  
Standard	  7.1	   26	   0	   46	   15	   38	  
Standard	  7.2	   26	   0	   38	   23	   38	  
Standard	  7.3	   26	   0	   12	   50	   38	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Standard	  1.1	   11	   0	   55	   18	   27	  
Standard	  1.2	   11	   0	   55	   27	   18	  
Standard	  2.1	   11	   0	   27	   36	   36	  
Standard	  2.2	   11	   0	   9	   45	   45	  
Standard	  2.3	   11	   0	   18	   55	   27	  
Standard	  3.1	   11	   0	   9	   55	   36	  
Standard	  3.2	   11	   0	   18	   27	   55	  
Standard	  3.3	   11	   0	   36	   55	   9	  
Standard	  4.1	   11	   0	   9	   27	   64	  
Standard	  4.2	   11	   0	   27	   36	   36	  
Standard	  5.1	   11	   0	   36	   36	   27	  
Standard	  5.2	   11	   0	   27	   45	   27	  
Standard	  6.1	   11	   0	   9	   27	   64	  
Standard	  6.2	   11	   0	   0	   82	   18	  
Standard	  6.3	   11	   0	   0	   45	   55	  
Standard	  7.1	   11	   0	   18	   45	   36	  
Standard	  7.2	   11	   0	   27	   36	   36	  
Standard	  7.3	   11	   0	   36	   36	   27	  
Australian	  Capital	  Territory	  
Standard	  1.1	   28	   0	   64	   18	   18	  
Standard	  1.2	   28	   0	   61	   21	   18	  
Standard	  2.1	   27	   0	   15	   63	   22	  
Standard	  2.2	   28	   0	   14	   68	   18	  
Standard	  2.3	   28	   0	   14	   64	   21	  
Standard	  3.1	   27	   0	   7	   74	   19	  
Standard	  3.2	   28	   0	   32	   54	   14	  
Standard	  3.3	   28	   0	   54	   32	   14	  
Standard	  4.1	   28	   0	   0	   71	   29	  
Standard	  4.2	   26	   0	   12	   58	   31	  
Standard	  5.1	   27	   0	   30	   30	   41	  
Standard	  5.2	   26	   0	   31	   35	   35	  
Standard	  6.1	   28	   0	   0	   71	   29	  
Standard	  6.2	   28	   0	   18	   61	   21	  
Standard	  6.3	   28	   0	   32	   36	   32	  
Standard	  7.1	   27	   0	   7	   56	   37	  
Standard	  7.2	   28	   0	   14	   57	   29	  
Standard	  7.3	   28	   0	   7	   64	   29	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Standard	  1.1	   305	   0	   42	   29	   29	  
Standard	  1.2	   306	   0	   45	   28	   27	  
Standard	  2.1	   304	   0	   17	   52	   31	  
Standard	  2.2	   306	   0	   18	   53	   29	  
Standard	  2.3	   306	   0	   19	   52	   28	  
Standard	  3.1	   305	   0	   10	   63	   27	  
Standard	  3.2	   306	   0	   22	   49	   29	  
Standard	  3.3	   306	   0	   38	   44	   18	  
Standard	  4.1	   306	   0	   2	   53	   45	  
Standard	  4.2	   304	   0	   11	   52	   37	  
Standard	  5.1	   305	   0	   15	   37	   48	  
Standard	  5.2	   303	   0	   19	   40	   41	  
Standard	  6.1	   306	   0	   12	   49	   38	  
Standard	  6.2	   306	   0	   18	   55	   28	  
Standard	  6.3	   306	   0	   24	   49	   28	  
Standard	  7.1	   304	   0	   22	   43	   35	  
Standard	  7.2	   306	   0	   23	   46	   31	  
Standard	  7.3	   306	   0	   15	   53	   32	  
Regional/Remote	  
Standard	  1.1	   184	   0	   30	   42	   28	  
Standard	  1.2	   185	   0	   36	   38	   26	  
Standard	  2.1	   184	   0	   15	   52	   33	  
Standard	  2.2	   185	   0	   10	   63	   26	  
Standard	  2.3	   185	   1	   15	   58	   26	  
Standard	  3.1	   185	   0	   11	   57	   32	  
Standard	  3.2	   185	   0	   16	   54	   31	  
Standard	  3.3	   185	   0	   31	   46	   23	  
Standard	  4.1	   185	   0	   5	   48	   47	  
Standard	  4.2	   185	   0	   10	   51	   39	  
Standard	  5.1	   185	   1	   13	   42	   44	  
Standard	  5.2	   185	   1	   17	   43	   40	  
Standard	  6.1	   185	   0	   7	   52	   41	  
Standard	  6.2	   185	   0	   9	   59	   31	  
Standard	  6.3	   184	   0	   14	   51	   35	  
Standard	  7.1	   185	   0	   22	   42	   36	  
Standard	  7.2	   185	   0	   24	   44	   32	  
Standard	  7.3	   185	   0	   14	   52	   34	  
Note:	   The	  number	  of	  services	  in	  remote	  areas	  was	  too	  small	  to	  report	  separately.	  
 
Appendix	  C.	  	  Ratings	  by	  Service	  Type,	  Jurisdiction	  and	  Geographic	  Location	  
Evaluation	  of	  the	  NQS	  Assessment	  and	  Rating	  Process	   79	  
Elements 
Table 19 Percentage of services that met each element, by jurisdiction (all service 
types) 


















Number	  of	  services	  assessed	   141	   112	   128	   33	   12	   26	   11	   28	  
Element	  1.1.1	   77	   83	   77	   82	   75	   69	   55	   61	  
Element	  1.1.2	   73	   89	   77	   82	   75	   81	   45	   50	  
Element	  1.1.3	   72	   79	   75	   88	   75	   85	   55	   75	  
Element	  1.1.4	   89	   82	   85	   76	   83	   69	   91	   64	  
Element	  1.1.5	   85	   96	   88	   94	   75	   100	   82	   86	  
Element	  1.1.6	   80	   91	   82	   88	   58	   88	   64	   75	  
Element	  1.2.1	   70	   69	   73	   67	   58	   50	   45	   50	  
Element	  1.2.2	   74	   82	   80	   88	   58	   85	   64	   64	  
Element	  1.2.3	   63	   72	   70	   70	   50	   62	   45	   43	  
Element	  2.1.1	   91	   98	   97	   97	   92	   96	   100	   96	  
Element	  2.1.2	   87	   99	   88	   91	   83	   92	   73	   89	  
Element	  2.1.3	   87	   96	   91	   82	   100	   92	   91	   93	  
Element	  2.1.4	   96	   100	   94	   100	   92	   96	   100	   96	  
Element	  2.2.1	   86	   94	   89	   100	   67	   85	   91	   93	  
Element	  2.2.2	   87	   99	   89	   97	   67	   92	   100	   89	  
Element	  2.3.1	   89	   96	   91	   91	   67	   100	   100	   96	  
Element	  2.3.2	   92	   96	   91	   91	   83	   85	   91	   93	  
Element	  2.3.3	   89	   96	   92	   97	   83	   88	   91	   93	  
Element	  2.3.4	   91	   95	   96	   97	   92	   100	   100	   86	  
Element	  3.1.1	   92	   100	   93	   94	   100	   100	   100	   96	  
Element	  3.1.2	   91	   98	   97	   94	   100	   92	   91	   93	  
Element	  3.1.3	   87	   100	   88	   94	   92	   100	   100	   96	  
Element	  3.2.1	   77	   97	   82	   88	   50	   92	   91	   75	  
Element	  3.2.2	   84	   93	   82	   91	   58	   92	   91	   89	  
Element	  3.3.1	   66	   79	   71	   76	   50	   58	   73	   50	  
Element	  3.3.2	   70	   78	   70	   79	   50	   65	   73	   54	  
Element	  4.1.1	   97	   96	   99	   91	   100	   92	   91	   100	  
Element	  4.2.1	   91	   97	   92	   94	   92	   96	   82	   89	  
Element	  4.2.2	   88	   96	   90	   91	   83	   100	   82	   96	  
Element	  4.2.3	   94	   98	   93	   97	   83	   100	   100	   96	  
Element	  5.1.1	   92	   98	   91	   94	   75	   100	   73	   93	  
Element	  5.1.2	   84	   93	   85	   94	   67	   96	   73	   68	  
Element	  5.1.3	   91	   97	   88	   94	   58	   100	   91	   96	  
Element	  5.2.1	   86	   96	   88	   94	   67	   100	   82	   89	  
Element	  5.2.2	   88	   92	   84	   91	   67	   85	   82	   79	  
Element	  5.2.3	   87	   95	   95	   94	   75	   85	   91	   86	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Element	  6.1.1	   95	   98	   96	   91	   100	   96	   100	   100	  
Element	  6.1.2	   89	   98	   93	   88	   92	   88	   91	   100	  
Element	  6.1.3	   94	   98	   94	   91	   100	   92	   100	   100	  
Element	  6.2.1	   92	   97	   91	   85	   83	   96	   100	   93	  
Element	  6.2.2	   91	   93	   88	   79	   75	   81	   100	   89	  
Element	  6.3.1	   89	   93	   84	   85	   92	   92	   100	   86	  
Element	  6.3.2	   88	   97	   91	   85	   92	   92	   100	   93	  
Element	  6.3.3	   94	   96	   92	   94	   100	   96	   100	   89	  
Element	  6.3.4	   83	   94	   82	   82	   58	   85	   100	   71	  
Element	  7.1.1	   94	   97	   95	   97	   100	   96	   100	   100	  
Element	  7.1.2	   89	   94	   90	   88	   92	   81	   91	   96	  
Element	  7.1.3	   95	   98	   98	   91	   100	   96	   100	   96	  
Element	  7.1.4	   82	   88	   84	   85	   67	   62	   91	   93	  
Element	  7.1.5	   94	   100	   100	   94	   100	   100	   100	   100	  
Element	  7.2.1	   87	   93	   84	   88	   92	   92	   82	   100	  
Element	  7.2.2	   82	   92	   87	   70	   92	   65	   91	   89	  
Element	  7.2.3	   86	   96	   81	   82	   83	   81	   100	   89	  
Element	  7.3.1	   92	   98	   98	   91	   100	   100	   100	   100	  
Element	  7.3.2	   95	   99	   96	   91	   100	   100	   100	   100	  
Element	  7.3.3	   93	   100	   100	   100	   100	   100	   100	   100	  
Element	  7.3.4	   93	   100	   95	   94	   92	   96	   100	   100	  
Element	  7.3.5	   88	   94	   91	   85	   83	   92	   73	   93	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Table 20 Percentage of services that met each element, by geographic location (all 
service types) 









Number	  of	  services	  assessed	   306	   185	   491	  
Element	  1.1.1	   74	   82	   77	  
Element	  1.1.2	   75	   81	   77	  
Element	  1.1.3	   73	   81	   76	  
Element	  1.1.4	   80	   88	   83	  
Element	  1.1.5	   88	   91	   89	  
Element	  1.1.6	   80	   88	   83	  
Element	  1.2.1	   65	   70	   67	  
Element	  1.2.2	   75	   82	   78	  
Element	  1.2.3	   62	   72	   66	  
Element	  2.1.1	   95	   97	   96	  
Element	  2.1.2	   90	   90	   90	  
Element	  2.1.3	   90	   92	   91	  
Element	  2.1.4	   96	   97	   97	  
Element	  2.2.1	   88	   92	   89	  
Element	  2.2.2	   88	   96	   91	  
Element	  2.3.1	   91	   95	   92	  
Element	  2.3.2	   91	   94	   92	  
Element	  2.3.3	   91	   95	   92	  
Element	  2.3.4	   93	   96	   94	  
Element	  3.1.1	   94	   97	   95	  
Element	  3.1.2	   95	   95	   95	  
Element	  3.1.3	   91	   95	   92	  
Element	  3.2.1	   81	   88	   84	  
Element	  3.2.2	   84	   90	   86	  
Element	  3.3.1	   67	   73	   69	  
Element	  3.3.2	   68	   75	   71	  
Element	  4.1.1	   98	   95	   97	  
Element	  4.2.1	   92	   94	   93	  
Element	  4.2.2	   92	   91	   91	  
Element	  4.2.3	   94	   97	   95	  
Element	  5.1.1	   94	   91	   93	  
Element	  5.1.2	   85	   88	   86	  
Element	  5.1.3	   93	   90	   92	  
Element	  5.2.1	   89	   91	   90	  
Element	  5.2.2	   87	   87	   87	  
Element	  5.2.3	   91	   92	   91	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Element	  6.1.1	   95	   98	   96	  
Element	  6.1.2	   91	   96	   93	  
Element	  6.1.3	   95	   96	   95	  
Element	  6.2.1	   91	   96	   93	  
Element	  6.2.2	   87	   92	   89	  
Element	  6.3.1	   86	   94	   89	  
Element	  6.3.2	   90	   95	   91	  
Element	  6.3.3	   93	   96	   94	  
Element	  6.3.4	   81	   90	   84	  
Element	  7.1.1	   95	   97	   96	  
Element	  7.1.2	   90	   91	   90	  
Element	  7.1.3	   95	   98	   97	  
Element	  7.1.4	   83	   83	   83	  
Element	  7.1.5	   97	   99	   98	  
Element	  7.2.1	   89	   88	   89	  
Element	  7.2.2	   84	   86	   85	  
Element	  7.2.3	   86	   89	   87	  
Element	  7.3.1	   95	   98	   96	  
Element	  7.3.2	   96	   98	   97	  
Element	  7.3.3	   97	   99	   98	  
Element	  7.3.4	   95	   97	   96	  
Element	  7.3.5	   90	   90	   90	  
Note:	   The	  number	  of	  services	  in	  remote	  areas	  was	  too	  small	  to	  report	  separately.	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D. QUESTIONNAIRES 
Services 
National	  Quality	  Standard	  
Assessment	  and	  Rating	  Process	  Questionnaire	  
Education	  and	  Care	  Services	  
	  
Thank	  you	  for	  taking	  the	  time	  to	  complete	  this	  questionnaire.	  	  This	  questionnaire	  is	  for	  completion	  by	  
the	   primary	   contact	   for	   the	   assessment	   and	   rating	   visit.	   In	   some	   cases	   this	   may	   be	   the	   approved	  
provider.	   Opportunities	   for	   feedback	   specifically	   from	   approved	   providers	   where	   they	   are	   not	   the	  
primary	  contact	  will	  be	  sought	  through	  a	  separate	  process.	  
You	   are	   completing	   this	   questionnaire	   in	   regard	   to	   [SERVICE	   NAME],	   which	   recently	   had	   an	  
assessment	  and	  rating	  visit.	  
Your	  views	  and	  opinions	  have	  been	  sought	  as	  your	  service	   is	  one	  of	  the	  first	   in	  the	  country	  to	  have	  
undertaken	  the	  National	  Quality	  Standard	  assessment	  and	  rating	  process.	  
This	  questionnaire	  is	  divided	  into	  five	  sections:	  
1. Background	  
2. Preparation	  for	  your	  assessment	  and	  rating	  cycle	  
3. Assessment	  and	  rating	  visit	  	  
4. Draft	  and	  final	  assessment	  and	  rating	  reports	  
5. Overall	  
Other	  information	  about	  the	  service	  is	  available	  from	  other	  sources.	  
There	  are	  34	  questions	   in	   total.	   It	   is	  expected	   to	   take	  between	  45	  and	  60	  minutes	   to	  complete	   the	  
questionnaire.	   	   You	   may	   stop	   at	   any	   time	   and	   save	   your	   responses,	   then	   return	   to	   complete	   the	  
questionnaire	  at	  another	  time	  by	  logging	  in	  with	  your	  token.	  
This	  research	  is	  carried	  out	  in	  compliance	  with	  the	  Privacy	  Act.	   	  The	  information	  you	  provide	  will	  be	  
used	  only	  for	  research	  purposes.	  	  As	  soon	  as	  the	  information-­‐processing	  period	  has	  finished	  (about	  3	  
months),	   your	   contact	   details,	   obtained	   through	   your	   login	   token,	   will	   be	   separated	   from	   your	  
responses	  to	  this	  questionnaire.	  	  Neither	  you	  nor	  your	  service	  will	  be	  identified	  in	  any	  reporting.	  	  All	  
data	  will	  be	   reported	   for	   the	   jurisdiction	  only	   to	  determine	  whether	   there	  are	  differences	  between	  
States	  and	  Territories.	  
If	  you	  have	  any	  questions	  about	  this	  questionnaire,	  please	  email	  [CONTACT	  NAME]	  at	  the	  Australian	  
Council	  for	  Educational	  Research	  or	  contact	  him	  by	  telephone	  on	  (03)	  9277	  5555.	  
Thank	  you	  for	  your	  time	  and	  participation.	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1. Background	  
S1.	  	  
What	   type	   of	   education	   and	   care	   service	   do	   you	   provide?	   If	   your	   service	   offers	   multiple	   types	   of	  
education	  and	  care,	  please	  identify	  this	  in	  the	  ‘Other’	  column.	  (Multiple	  Responses)	  
1. Long	  Day	  Care	  
2. Preschool/Kindergarten	  
3. Family	  Day	  Care	  
4. Outside	  School	  Hours	  Care	  
5. Other,	  specify:	  ___________________	  
S2.	  
Which	  of	  the	  following	  best	  describes	  your	  position	  at	  the	  service?	  Please	  select	  your	  primary	  role	  in	  
relation	  to	  the	  service	  that	  was	  recently	  assessed	  and	  rated.	  
1. Primary	  contact	  for	  assessment	  and	  rating	  visit/	  Nominated	  Supervisor	  	  
2. Approved	  Provider	  
3. Educator/Leader	  
4. 4.	  Other,	  specify:	  	  
	  
2. Preparation	  for	  your	  assessment	  and	  rating	  cycle	  
S3.	  
How	  important	  do	  you	  think	  the	  development	  of	  a	  Quality	  Improvement	  Plan	  was	  for	  your	  service	  in	  
preparing	  for	  the	  assessment	  and	  rating	  process?	  	  
1. Very	  important	  	  
2. Important	  
3. Unimportant	  
4. Very	  unimportant	  
5. Don’t	  know	  
	  
S4.	  
How	  many	  hours	  did	  your	  service	  spend	  preparing	  your	  Quality	  Improvement	  Plan?	  	  
[Text	  box]	  hours	  
	  
S5.	  
Do	  you	  consider	  that	  this	  was:	  
1. Too	  much	  time	  
2. Enough	  time	  
3. Not	  enough	  time	  
	  
S6.	  
How	  easy	  or	  difficult	  was	  it	  to	  complete	  a	  self-­‐assessment	  of	  your	  service	  so	  that	  you	  could	  determine	  
your	  current	  practice	  against	  the	  National	  Quality	  Standard?	  	  
1. Very	  easy	  
2. Easy	  
3. Hard	  
4. Very	  hard	  
	  
S7.	  
How	  easy	  or	  difficult	  was	  it	  for	  your	  service	  to	  identify	  strengths	  in	  your	  current	  practice?	  	  
1. Very	  easy	  
2. Easy	  
Appendix	  D.	  	  Questionnaires	  
Evaluation	  of	  the	  NQS	  Assessment	  and	  Rating	  Process	   85	  
3. Hard	  
4. Very	  hard	  
	  
S8.	  
How	   easy	   or	   difficult	   was	   it	   for	   your	   service	   to	   identify	   areas	   for	   improvement	   in	   your	   current	  
practice?	  	  
1. Very	  easy	  
2. Easy	  
3. Hard	  
4. Very	  hard	  
	  
S9.	  
How	  easy	  or	  difficult	  was	  it	  for	  your	  service	  to	  understand	  and	  interpret	  the	  National	  Quality	  Standard	  
in	  preparing	  for	  your	  assessment	  and	  rating	  visit?	  	  
1. Very	  easy	  
2. Easy	  
3. Hard	  
4. Very	  hard	  
	  
S10.	  
Were	  there	  any	  quality	  areas/standards/elements	  in	  the	  National	  Quality	  Standard	  that	  your	  service	  
found	  particularly	  difficult	  to	  address	  during	  preparations	  for	  your	  assessment	  and	  rating	  visit?	  If	  so,	  
please	  indicate	  the	  part	  of	  the	  National	  Quality	  Standard	  using	  the	  drop-­‐down	  boxes	  below.	  	  You	  may	  
select	   an	   Element	   (Quality	   Area	   5,	   Standard	   2,	   Element	   3),	   an	   entire	   Standard	   (eg,	  Quality	   Area	   3,	  
Standard	  3)	  or	  an	  entire	  Quality	  Area	  (eg,	  Quality	  Area	  2).	  	  You	  may	  identify	  up	  to	  7	  items.	  
(no	  more	  than	  7	  items)	  [may	  be	  as	  drop	  down	  list]	  	  	  
	  
S11.	  	  (Appears	  only	  if	  a	  response	  at	  S10)	  
Why	  did	  you	  find	  these	  quality	  areas/standards/elements	  in	  the	  National	  Quality	  Standard	  difficult	  to	  
address:	  
[Text	  Box]	  
3. Assessment	  and	  Rating	  Visit	  
	  
S12.	  
Were	  you	  satisfied	  with	  the	  written	  communication	  you	  received	  from	  your	  local	  Regulatory	  Authority	  
regarding	   your	   service’s	   assessment	   and	   rating	  process	  prior	   to	   the	   visit?	   Consider	   the	   letters	   your	  
service	  received	  regarding	  the	  assessment	  and	  rating	  process.	  
1. Very	  satisfied	  
2. Satisfied	  
3. Dissatisfied	  
4. Very	  dissatisfied	  
5. Not	  applicable	  /	  Don’t	  know	  
	  
S13.	  
Were	   you	   satisfied	  with	   the	  phone	   contact	   you	  had	  with	   your	   local	   Regulatory	  Authority	   regarding	  
your	  service’s	  assessment	  and	  rating	  process	  prior	  to	  the	  visit?	  
1. Very	  satisfied	  
2. Satisfied	  
3. Dissatisfied	  
4. Very	  dissatisfied	  
5. Not	  applicable	  /	  Don’t	  know	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S14.	  
Were	   you	   satisfied	   with	   the	   overall	   quality	   of	   interactions	   you	   had	   with	   your	   local	   Regulatory	  
Authority	   regarding	   your	   service’s	   assessment	   and	   rating	   process?	   Consider	   their	   level	   of	  
professionalism,	  friendliness	  and	  helpfulness.	  	  
1. Very	  satisfied	  
2. Satisfied	  
3. Dissatisfied	  
4. Very	  dissatisfied	  
5. Not	  applicable	  /	  Don’t	  know	  
	  
S15.	  
Were	  you	  satisfied	  with	  the	  amount	  of	  contact	  you	  had	  with	  your	   local	  Regulatory	  Authority	  during	  
your	   service’s	   assessment	   and	   rating	   process?	   You	   may	   wish	   to	   consider	   all	   aspects	   of	   your	  
communication,	  including	  phone,	  written	  and	  in	  person.	  	  
1. Very	  satisfied	  
2. Satisfied	  
3. Dissatisfied	  
4. Very	  dissatisfied	  
5. Not	  applicable	  /	  Don’t	  know	  
	  
S16.	  
Were	  you	  satisfied	  that	  your	  service	  was	  fairly	  and	  accurately	  assessed	  and	  rated?	  	  
1. Very	  satisfied	  
2. Satisfied	  
3. Dissatisfied	  
4. Very	  dissatisfied	  
5. Not	  applicable	  /	  Don’t	  know	  
	  
S17.	  




Do	   you	   agree	   that	   the	  Authorised	  Officer	   undertaking	   the	   assessment	  was	   adequately	   prepared	   to	  
assess	  and	  rate	  your	  service?	  	  
1. Strongly	  agree	  
2. Agree	  
3. Disagree	  
4. Strongly	  disagree	  
5. Not	  applicable	  /	  Don’t	  know	  
	  
S19.	  
Do	  you	  agree	  that	  the	  requirements	  for	  the	  assessment	  and	  rating	  process	  were	  clear?	  	  
1. Strongly	  agree	  
2. Agree	  
3. Disagree	  
4. Strongly	  disagree	  
5. Not	  applicable	  /	  Don’t	  know	  
	  
S20.	  
Did	  you	  have	  any	  further	  concerns	  during	  the	  visit?	  
[Text	  box]	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4. Draft	  and	  final	  assessment	  and	  rating	  reports	  
	  
S21.	  
This	   question	   applies	   only	   to	   services	   that	   were	   offered	   a	   minor	   adjustment	   following	   their	  
assessment	  and	  rating	  visit.	  If	  this	  does	  not	  apply	  to	  you,	  go	  to	  question	  22.	  
	  
Were	  you	  satisfied	  with	  the	  opportunity	  your	  service	  had	  to	  apply	  a	  minor	  adjustment	  at	  your	  service	  
following	   your	   assessment	   and	   rating	   visit?	   Please	   indicate	   Not	   Applicable	   if	   your	   service	   did	   not	  
provide	  feedback.	  
1. Very	  satisfied	  
2. Satisfied	  
3. Dissatisfied	  
4. Very	  dissatisfied	  
5. Not	  applicable	  	  
6. Don’t	  know	  
	  
S22.	  
Were	  you	  satisfied	  that	  your	  service’s	  feedback	  on	  the	  draft	  assessment	  and	  rating	  report	  was	  taken	  
into	   consideration	   before	   it	   was	   finalised?	   Please	   indicate	   Not	   Applicable	   if	   your	   service	   did	   not	  
provide	  feedback.	  
1. Very	  satisfied	  
2. Satisfied	  
3. Dissatisfied	  
4. Very	  dissatisfied	  
5. Not	  applicable	  
6. Don’t	  know	  
	  
S23.	  
Were	   you	   satisfied	   that	   your	   service’s	   draft	   assessment	   and	   rating	   report	   accurately	   reflected	   the	  
quality	  of	  practices	  at	  your	  service	  on	  the	  day	  of	  the	  assessment	  and	  rating	  visit?	  
1. Very	  satisfied	  
2. Satisfied	  
3. Dissatisfied	  
4. Very	  dissatisfied	  
5. Don’t	  know	  
	  
S24.	  




Were	  you	  satisfied	  with	  the	  final	  ratings	  that	  your	  service	  received?	  	  
1. Very	  satisfied	  
2. Satisfied	  
3. Dissatisfied	  
4. Very	  dissatisfied	  
5. Don’t	  know	  
	  
S26.	  
Please	  provide	  any	  further	  comments:	  
[Text	  Box]	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S27.	  
Were	  there	  any	  quality	  areas/standards/elements	  in	  the	  National	  Quality	  Standard	  that	  you	  felt	  your	  
service	  was	  not	  accurate	  assessed	  and	   rated	  against?	   If	   so,	  please	   indicate	   the	  part	  of	   the	  National	  
Quality	   Standard	   using	   the	   drop-­‐down	   boxes	   below.	   	   You	  may	   select	   an	   Element	   (Quality	   Area	   5,	  
Standard	  2,	  Element	  3),	  an	  entire	  Standard	  (eg,	  Quality	  Area	  3,	  Standard	  3)	  or	  an	  entire	  Quality	  Area	  
(eg,	  Quality	  Area	  2).	  	  You	  may	  identify	  up	  to	  7	  items.	  
(no	  more	  than	  7	  items)	  [may	  be	  as	  drop	  down	  list]	  	  	  
	  
S28.	  
If	   yes,	   why	   did	   you	   feel	   that	   you	   were	   not	   accurately	   assessed	   and	   rated	   against	   these	   quality	  




Do	   you	   know	   how	   to	   proceed	   with	   your	   service’s	   quality	   improvement	   planning	   following	   your	  





Are	   there	   any	   quality	   areas/standards/elements	   in	   the	   National	   Quality	   Standard	   that	   you	   will	   be	  
focusing	  on	  now	  to	  improve	  quality	  after	  receiving	  your	  assessment	  and	  ratings?	  If	  so,	  please	  indicate	  
the	   part	   of	   the	   National	   Quality	   Standard	   using	   the	   drop-­‐down	   boxes	   below.	   	   You	   may	   select	   an	  
Element	  (Quality	  Area	  5,	  Standard	  2,	  Element	  3),	  an	  entire	  Standard	  (eg,	  Quality	  Area	  3,	  Standard	  3)	  
or	  an	  entire	  Quality	  Area	  (eg,	  Quality	  Area	  2).	  	  You	  may	  identify	  up	  to	  7	  items.	  
(no	  more	  than	  7	  items)	  [may	  be	  as	  drop	  down	  list]	  	  	  
	  	  
S31.	  






Overall,	  how	  would	  you	  describe	  your	  experience	  of	  the	  assessment	  and	  rating	  process,	  including	  the	  
preparation,	  visit	  and	  follow	  up?	  
3. Very	  positive	  
4. Positive	  
5. Negative	  
6. Very	  negative	  
7. Don’t	  know	  
	  
S33.	  	  
Overall,	   how	   easy	   or	   difficult	   did	   you	   find	   it	   to	   prepare	   for	   and	   engage	   with	   the	   National	   Quality	  
Framework?	  	  
1. Very	  easy	  
2. Easy	  
3. Hard	  
4. Very	  hard	  
5. Don’t	  know	  
	  
S34.	  
Is	  there	  any	  other	  feedback	  you	  would	  like	  to	  provide?	  
[Text	  Box]	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Authorised Officers 
National	  Quality	  Standard	  
Assessment	  and	  Rating	  Process	  Questionnaire	  
Authorised	  Officers	  
	  
Thank	   you	   for	   taking	   the	   time	   to	   complete	   this	   questionnaire.	   Your	   views	   and	   opinions	   have	   been	  
sought	   as	   you	   have	   recently	   undertaken	   the	   first	   National	   Quality	   Standard	   assessment	   and	   rating	  
cycles	  as	  an	  Authorised	  Officer.	  	  	  
This	  questionnaire	  is	  divided	  into	  five	  sections:	  
1. Background	  
2. Preparation	  for	  the	  National	  Quality	  Standard	  Assessment	  and	  Rating	  Process	  
3. Assessment	  and	  rating	  visits	  and	  using	  the	  Instrument	  
4. Draft	  and	  final	  assessment	  and	  rating	  reports	  
5. Overall	  
	  
There	   are	   up	   to	   36	  questions.	   	   It	   is	   expected	   to	   take	  between	  45	   and	  60	  minutes	   to	   complete	   the	  
questionnaire.	   	   You	   may	   stop	   at	   any	   time	   and	   save	   your	   responses,	   then	   return	   to	   complete	   the	  
questionnaire	  at	  another	  time	  by	  logging	  in	  with	  your	  token.	  
	  
Thank	  you	  for	  your	  time	  and	  participation.	  
	  
This	  research	  is	  carried	  out	  in	  compliance	  with	  the	  Privacy	  Act.	   	  The	  information	  you	  provide	  will	  be	  
used	  only	  for	  research	  purposes.	  	  As	  soon	  as	  the	  information-­‐processing	  period	  has	  finished	  (about	  3	  
months),	   your	   contact	   details,	   obtained	   through	   your	   login	   token,	   will	   be	   separated	   from	   your	  
responses	  to	  this	  questionnaire.	  	  You	  will	  not	  be	  identified	  in	  any	  reporting.	  	  All	  data	  will	  be	  reported	  
for	  the	  jurisdiction	  only	  to	  determine	  whether	  there	  are	  differences	  between	  States	  and	  Territories.	  
If	  you	  have	  any	  questions	  about	  this	  questionnaire,	  please	  email	  [CONTACT	  NAME]	  at	  the	  Australian	  
Council	  for	  Educational	  Research	  or	  telephone	  on	  (03)	  9277	  5555.	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1. Background	  
A1.	  	  
How	  many	  assessments	  have	  you	  completed	  for	  each	  of	  the	  following	  service	  types?	  
6. Long	  Day	  Care:	  	  [text	  box]	  
7. Preschool/Kindergarten:	  [text	  box]	  
8. Family	  Day	  Care:	  [text	  box]	  
9. Outside	  School	  Hours	  Care:	  [text	  box]	  
A2.	  
Did	  you	  do	  any	  assessment	  and	  rating	  visits	  with	  another	  Authorised	  Officer?	  	  
1. Yes,	  I	  did	  	  [Text	  box]	  	  visits	  with	  another	  Authorised	  Officer	  
2. No	  	  {PROGRAMMING:	  ENTER	  THIS	  AS	  0]	  
A3.	  










Where	  were	  the	  services	  you	  have	  assessed	  and	  rated	  located?	  
1. Primarily	  in	  metropolitan	  areas	  
2. Primarily	  in	  regional	  areas	  
3. Primarily	  in	  rural/remote	  areas	  
4. A	  mix	  of	  metropolitan,	  regional,	  rural/remote	  areas	  
A5.	  	  	  
Approximately	  how	  long	  have	  you	  been	  employed	  as	  an	  Authorised	  Officer	  or	  in	  an	  equivalent	  role?	  
[Text	  box]	  Years	  	  	  	  [Text	  box]	  	  Months	  
A6.	  	  
What	  is	  the	  highest	  formal	  level	  of	  qualification	  you	  have	  achieved?	  
1. Certificate	  III	  	  
2. Certificate	  IV	  
3. Diploma	  
4. Advanced	  Diploma	  
5. Bachelor	  degree	  
6. Postgraduate	  degree	  
7. No	  qualification	  (please	  move	  to	  Q8)	  
8. Other,	  specify:	  ___________________	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A7.	  	  
In	  which	  of	  the	  following	  areas	  are	  your	  qualifications?	  	  (tick	  all	  that	  apply)	  	  [MULTIPLE	  RESPONSE]	  
1. Early	  childhood	  education	  and	  care	  
2. School	  age	  care	  
3. Other,	  specify:	  ___________________	  
	  
2. Preparation	  for	  the	  National	  Quality	  Standard	  Assessment	  and	  Rating	  Process	  
	  
A8.	  
What	  parts	  or	  topics	  of	  the	  training	  program	  on	  the	  Assessment	  and	  Rating	  process	  did	  you	  find	  the	  
most	  useful?	  [MULTIPLE	  RESPONSES	  ALLOWED]	  
1. The	  National	  Quality	  Standard	  Assessment	  and	  Rating	  Instrument	  
2. Establishing	  a	  common	  lens	  for	  Authorised	  Officers	  
3. Using	  DVD	  footage	  to	  practice	  observation	  skills	  
4. Evidence	  gathering	  
5. Principles	  for	  determining	  a	  service	  rating	  
6. Reliability	  testing	  
7. Don’t	  know	  [SINGLE	  REPONSE	  ONLY]	  
	  
A9.	  
How	  much	  do	  you	  agree	  with	  the	  following	  statement?	  
I	  am	  confident	  using	   the	  National	  Quality	  Standard	  Assessment	  and	  Rating	   Instrument	   following	  
the	  completion	  of	  the	  training	  program	  on	  the	  assessment	  and	  rating	  process.	  
1. Strongly	  agree	  
2. Agree	  
3. Disagree	  
4. Strongly	  disagree	  
5. Don’t	  know	  
	  
A10.	  
How	  much	  do	  you	  agree	  with	  the	  following	  statement?	  
I	   am	   prepared	   to	   undertake	   assessment	   and	   rating	   of	   services	   against	   the	   National	   Quality	  
Standard	  following	  completion	  of	  the	  training	  program	  on	  the	  assessment	  and	  rating	  process.	  
1. Strongly	  agree	  
2. Agree	  
3. Disagree	  
4. Strongly	  disagree	  
5. Don’t	  know	  
	  
3. Assessment	  and	  rating	  visits	  and	  using	  the	  Instrument	  
This	  Section	  refers	  to	  visits	  already	  undertaken	  between	  1	  June	  2012	  and	  24	  August	  2012	  
	  
A11.	  
How	   much	   do	   you	   agree	   with	   the	   following	   statement?	   	   You	   may	   wish	   to	   consider	   the	   evidence	  
gathering	   process,	   reviewing	   services’	   quality	   improvement	   plans	   and	   any	   other	   information	   you	  
reviewed.	  
I	  felt	  confident	  preparing	  for	  the	  assessment	  and	  rating	  visits.	  
1. Strongly	  agree	  
2. Agree	  
3. Disagree	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4. Strongly	  disagree	  
5. Don’t	  know	  
	  
A12.	  
How	  much	  do	  you	  agree	  with	  the	  following	  statement?	  
I	   felt	  confident	   in	  my	  ability	  to	  collect	  the	  required	  information	  during	  the	  assessment	  and	  rating	  
visits.	  
1. Strongly	  agree	  
2. Agree	  
3. Disagree	  
4. Strongly	  disagree	  
5. Don’t	  know	  
	  
A13.	  
Were	  the	  descriptors	   for	   the	  rating	   levels	  clear	  enough	   for	  you	  to	  be	  able	   to	  make	  assessment	  and	  
rating	  decisions?	  
1. All	  of	  the	  descriptors	  were	  clear	  
2. Only	  some	  of	  the	  descriptors	  were	  clear	  
3. None	  of	  the	  descriptors	  was	  clear	  
4. Don’t	  know	  
	  
A14.	  	  (appears	  only	  if	  A13=2	  or	  3)	  
Were	   there	   any	   quality	   areas/standards/elements	   in	   the	   National	   Quality	   Standard	   that	   were	   not	  
clear	  enough	  for	  you	  to	  be	  able	  to	  make	  assessment	  and	  rating	  decisions?	  	  If	  so,	  please	  indicate	  the	  
part	  of	  the	  National	  Quality	  Standard	  using	  the	  drop-­‐down	  boxes	  below.	  	  You	  may	  select	  an	  Element	  
(Quality	   Area	   5,	   Standard	   2,	   Element	   3),	   an	   entire	   Standard	   (eg,	   Quality	   Area	   3,	   Standard	   3)	   or	   an	  
entire	  Quality	  Area	  (eg,	  Quality	  Area	  2).	  	  You	  may	  identify	  up	  to	  7	  items.	  
(no	  more	  than	  7	  items)	  	  [may	  be	  as	  drop	  down	  list]	  
	  
A15.	  	  (Appears	  only	  if	  a	  response	  at	  A14)	  




Were	   there	   any	   quality	   areas/standards/elements	   in	   the	   National	   Quality	   Standard	   for	   which	   you	  
could	  not	  collect	  adequate	  evidence	  to	  make	  an	  assessment	  and	  rating	  decision?	  	  If	  so,	  please	  indicate	  
the	   part	   of	   the	   National	   Quality	   Standard	   using	   the	   drop-­‐down	   boxes	   below.	   	   You	   may	   select	   an	  
Element	  (Quality	  Area	  5,	  Standard	  2,	  Element	  3),	  an	  entire	  Standard	  (eg,	  Quality	  Area	  3,	  Standard	  3)	  
or	  an	  entire	  Quality	  Area	  (eg,	  Quality	  Area	  2).	  	  You	  may	  identify	  up	  to	  7	  items.	  
(no	  more	  than	  7	  items)	  	  [may	  be	  as	  drop	  down	  list]	  
	  
A17.	  	  (Appears	  only	  if	  a	  response	  at	  A16)	  
Why	  was	  it	  difficult	  to	  collect	  evidence	  for	  these?	  
[Text	  box]	  
	  
A18.	  	  (Appears	  only	  if	  a	  response	  at	  A16)	  




How	  much	  do	  you	  agree	  with	  the	  following	  statement?	  
I	   felt	   confident	  using	   the	  National	  Quality	  Standard	  Assessment	  and	  Rating	   Instrument	   to	  assess	  
and	  rate	  an	  education	  and	  care	  service.	  
1. Strongly	  agree	  
2. Agree	  
Appendix	  D.	  	  Questionnaires	  
Evaluation	  of	  the	  NQS	  Assessment	  and	  Rating	  Process	   93	  
3. Disagree	  
4. Strongly	  disagree	  
5. Don’t	  know	  
	  
A20.	  
Did	  you	  feel	  that	  you	  had	  enough	  time	  during	  the	  assessment	  and	  rating	  process	  to	  collect	  all	  of	  the	  
necessary	  evidence	  to	  conduct	  a	  comprehensive	  evaluation	  of	  the	  service?	  
1. Yes	  
2. No	  
3. Don’t	  know	  
	  
A21.	  
Overall,	   do	   you	   feel	   that	   you	   had	   sufficient	   contact	   with	   services	   prior	   to,	   during	   and	   following	  
assessment	  and	   rating	  visits?	  You	  may	  wish	   to	  consider	  any	  written	  communication,	  phone	  contact	  
and	  in	  person	  contact	  you	  had	  with	  the	  service.	  	  
1. Sufficient	  contact	  
2. Insufficient	  contact	  
3. Don’t	  know	  
	  
A22.	  
Are	  the	  minimum	  times	  recommended	  for	  the	  assessment	  visits	  too	  short,	  too	  long	  or	  about	  right	  for	  
each	  of	  the	  following	  service	  types?	  	  Minimum	  recommended	  times	  for	  assessment	  visits	  are	  outlined	  


















A22a	  	  Long	  Day	  Care	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
A23b	  	  Preschools/Kindergartens	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
A23c	  	  Family	  Day	  Care	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
A23d	  	  Outside	  School	  Hours	  Care	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
	  
A23	  	  
In	   the	   case	   of	   Family	   Day	   Care,	   do	   you	   consider	   that	   the	   recommended	   proportion	   of	   educators	  
sampled	   as	   part	   of	   the	   assessment	   and	   rating	   process	   for	   family	   day	   care	   services	   allowed	   you	   to	  
adequately	  assess	  and	  rate	  the	  service	  against	  the	  National	  Quality	  Standard?	  
	  
For	  your	  reference,	  see	  table	  below	  for	  the	  number	  of	  educators	  at	  the	  service	  and	  the	  recommended	  
number	  of	  educators	  assessed.	  
No.	  of	  educators	  in	  the	  service	   No.	  of	  educators	  assessed	  in	  2012	  
1	  –	  30	   3	  
31	  –	  60	   5	  
61	  –	  90	   7	  
91	  –	  120	   9	  
121	  or	  more	   11	  
	  
1. Yes	  
2. No	  –	  more	  educators	  should	  be	  sampled	  
3. No	  –	  fewer	  educators	  should	  be	  sampled	  
4. Don’t	  know	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A24.	  
How	  much	  do	  you	  agree	  with	  the	  following	  statement?	  
I	  felt	  confident	  in	  my	  ability	  to	  conduct	  the	  opening	  and	  closing	  discussions	  with	  services	  during	  the	  
assessment	  and	  rating	  visits.	  
1. Strongly	  agree	  
2. Agree	  
3. Disagree	  
4. Strongly	  disagree	  
5. Don’t	  know	  
	  
4. Draft	  and	  final	  assessment	  and	  rating	  reports	  
	  
A25	  	  
How	  much	  do	  you	  agree	  with	  the	  following	  statement?	  
I	  felt	  confident	  in	  my	  ability	  to	  prepare	  the	  draft	  assessment	  and	  rating	  reports.	  
1. Strongly	  agree	  
2. Agree	  
3. Disagree	  
4. Strongly	  disagree	  
5. Don’t	  know	  
	  
A26.	  
How	  much	  do	  you	  agree	  with	  the	  following	  statement?	  
I	  am	  confident	  that	  I	  have	  accurately	  assessed	  and	  rated	  education	  and	  care	  services	  against	  the	  
National	  Quality	  Standard.	  
1. Strongly	  agree	  
2. Agree	  
3. Disagree	  
4. Strongly	  disagree	  
5. Don’t	  know	  
	  
A27.	  
In	  general,	  how	  easy	  or	  difficult	  was	  it	  to	  determine	  whether	  a	  Service	  met	  an	  element	  of	  the	  National	  
Quality	  Standard?	  	  
1. Very	  easy	  
2. Easy	  
3. Difficult	  
4. Very	  difficult	  
5. Don’t	  know	  
	  
A28.	  
How	  easy	  or	  difficult	  was	  it	  to	  calculate	  a	  rating	  for	  each	  standard?	  
1. Very	  easy	  
2. Easy	  
3. Difficult	  
4. Very	  difficult	  
5. Don’t	  know	  
	  
A29.	  	  
How	  easy	  or	  difficult	  was	  it	  to	  calculate	  a	  rating	  for	  each	  quality	  area?	  	  
1. Very	  easy	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2. Easy	  
3. Difficult	  
4. Very	  difficult	  
5. Don’t	  know	  
	  
A30.	  	  
How	  easy	  or	  difficult	  was	  it	  to	  calculate	  an	  overall	  rating?	  
1. Very	  easy	  
2. Easy	  
3. Difficult	  
4. Very	  difficult	  
5. Don’t	  know	  
	  
A31.	  
Do	  you	  feel	  that	  you	  adequately	  reviewed	  and	  addressed	  feedback	  you	  received	  from	  services	  on	  the	  
draft	  assessment	  and	  rating	  reports?	  If	  you	  did	  not	  receive	  any	  feedback	  please	  select	  Not	  Applicable.	  
1. To	  a	  great	  extent	  
2. Somewhat	  
3. Very	  little	  
4. Not	  at	  all	  
5. Don’t	  know	  
6. Not	  applicable	  
	  
A32.	  
How	  much	  do	  you	  agree	  with	  the	  following	  statement?	   	   If	  you	  did	  not	  offer	  any	  minor	  adjustments	  
please	  select	  Not	  Applicable.	  
I	  am	  confident	  that	  I	  can	  offer	  an	  education	  and	  care	  service	  a	  minor	  adjustment.	  	  	  
1. Strongly	  agree	  
2. Agree	  
3. Disagree	  
4. Strongly	  disagree	  
5. Don’t	  know	  
6. Not	  applicable	  
	  
A33.	  
How	  much	   time	  did	  you	   spend	  preparing	   the	  draft	   and	   final	   assessment	  and	   rating	   reports?	   (Note:	  
This	   is	  a	  general	  question.	   	  We	  will	  be	  gathering	  specific	   information	  on	  the	  time	  taken	  to	  complete	  
reports	  through	  a	  different	  method.)	  
1. Too	  much	  time	  
2. Enough	  time	  	  
3. Not	  enough	  time	  
4. Far	  too	  little	  time	  





Which	  steps	  or	  activities	  did	  you	   find	   the	  most	  useful	   in	  preparing	   for	  assessment	  and	  rating?	   	  You	  
may	  select	  more	  than	  one	  option.	  	  [MULTIPLE	  RESPONSE	  ALLOWED]	  
1. Training	  
2. Discussion	  with	  management	  at	  the	  service	  
3. Discussion	  with	  staff	  at	  the	  service	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4. Discussion	  with	  other	  Authorised	  Officers	  
5. Reviewing	  the	  service’s	  Quality	  Improvement	  Plan	  
6. Reviewing	  the	  service’s	  approvals	  and	  other	  relevant	  documentation	  
7. Other,	  specify:	  	  
8. None	  of	  the	  above	  (SINGLE	  RESPONSE)	  
	  
A35.	  
Would	  you	  like	  any	  additional	  support	   in	  any	  of	  the	  following	  areas?	  You	  may	  select	  more	  than	  one	  
option.	  	  [MULTIPLE	  RESPONSE	  ALLOWED]	  
1. Training	  
2. Practice	  sessions	  in	  real	  life	  situations	  
3. Practice	  sessions	  in	  video	  situations	  
4. More	  examples	  of	  reports	  	  
5. Training	  in	  report	  writing	  
6. Improved	  documentation	  
7. Regular	  support	  and	  mentoring	  
8. Consistency	  workshops	  within	  jurisdiction	  
9. Consistency	  workshops	  with	  other	  jurisdictions	  
10. Networking	  and	  sharing	  experiences	  with	  other	  Authorised	  Officers	  
11. No,	  I	  have	  all	  the	  support	  I	  need	  
12. Other,	  	  please	  specify:	  
	  
A36.	  	  
Do	  you	  have	  any	  further	  comments	  about	  the	  assessment	  process,	  rating	  system,	  documentation	  or	  
support	  systems	  for	  the	  assessment	  and	  rating	  process?	  
[Text	  box]	  
	  
